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CASES 

ARGUED AND DETERMINED 



BEFORE THE 



LORDS OF THE PRIVY COUNCIL. 



BY PETITION FROM BOMBAY, 

In re the Justices of the Supreme Coukt of 

Judicature. 14th May 



This Case arose on the petition of Sir John Peter The Supreme 
Grant, Knight, only surviving justice of the Su- ^"hafn^""' 
preme Court of Judicature at Bombay. It stated power to issue 
that by letters patent of the 8th of December, in the AoAeM ° 



fourth yf ar of the present reign, his Majesty was "cepVT'^*" 
pleased to grant, direct, ordain and appoint, that person resident 
there should be within the settlement of Bombay i^cailimits* 
a Court of Record, which should be called the Su- 'therein it has 

a general Juris- 

preme Court of Judicature at Bombay; and did diction, or to 
thereby create, direct and constitute the said Su- o/dlosenmits 
oreme Court of Judicature at Bombay to be a Court whoisperson- 

* 1 11 1 111 /» 1 ^*^y subject to 

of Record, and that the same should consist of, and itsjurisdiction. 
be holden by and before, one principal Judge, who The Supreme 
should be and be called the Chief Justice of the power to issue 

a writ of habeas 
corpus to the gaoler or officer of the native court as such officer, it having 
no power to discharge persons imprisoned under the authority of a native 
court. 

The Supreme Court is bound to notice the jurisdiction of a native court 
without having it set ibrth specially in the return to a writ q( habeas corpaSn 

B 



2 CASES ARGUED AND DETERMINED 

1829. Supreme Court of Judicature at Bombay, and two 

^'"'^^ other judges, who should be and be called the 

the Jastices puisue Justices of the Supreme Court of Judicature 

of Judicature And that the said chief Justice and the said 
"* ^' puisne justices should severally and respectively be, 
and they were all and every of them thereby ap- 
pointed to be, justices, and conservators of the peace, 
and coroners, within and throughout the settlement 
of Bombay, and the town and island of Bombay, 
and the limits thereof, and the factories subordinate 
thereto, and all the territories which then were, or 
thereafter might be, subject to or dependent upon 
the Government of Bombay aforesaid, and to have 
such jurisdiction and authority as his Majesty's 
justices of his Majesty's Court of King s Bench had 
and might lawfully exercise within that part of Great 
Britain called England, as far as circumstances 
would admit. 

And that the said Supreme Court of Judicature 
at Bombay should have and use, as occasion might 
require, a seal bearing a device or impression of his 
Majesty's royal arms ; and that all writs, summonses, 
precepts, rules, orders, and other mandatory process 
to be used, issued or awarded by the said Supreme 
Court of Judicature at Bombay, should run and be 
in the name and style of his Majesty, and be sealed 
with the seal of the said Supreme Court. 

And that the King by the said letters patent 
constituted and appointed Sir Edward West, 
knight, then recorder of Bombay, to be the first 
chief justice, and Sir Ralph Rice, knight, then 
recorder of Prince of Wales's Island, and Sir Charles 
Harcourt Chambers, knight, to be the first puisne 
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justices 6f the said Supreme Court of Judicature at I8I19. 
Bombay. i^ „ 

And the King did further direct, oi'dain and ap- ^ Jnjtiiet 
point a certain jurisdiction to appertain to the said aapr^meCoart 
Supreme Court of Judicature, for the heal-ing and 'iJSSJ^ 
determining of suits and actions arising in the terri- 
tories subject to or depending upoti the said go- 
vernment, subject to certain provisos, exemptions, 
and declarations in the said letters patent mentioned, 
and did appoint a certain form of proceeding for the 
commencing, prosecuting, hearing and determining 
such civil suits and actions, and for the awarding 
and issuing of execution on the judgments pro- 
nounced therein. 

And that the King wals also pleased to grant, 
ordain, and appoint, that the said Supreme Court 
should be a court of equity, atid have equitable 
jurisdiction over the persons in the said letters- 
patent described, and should be a court of oyer and 
terminer, and gaol delivery in and for the town and 
island of Bombay, and the limits thereof, and the 
factories subordinate thereto, and also a court of 
ecclesiastical jurisdiction within and throughout the 
town and island of Bombay and the limits thereof; 
and further, that the said Supreme Court should be 
a Court of Admiralty in and for the said town and 
island of Bombay and the limits thereof, and the 
factories subordinate thereto, and all the territories 
which then were or thereafter might be, subject 
to or dependent upon the said government. 

And that the said Sir R. Rice, knight, resigned 
the office of senior puisne justice of the said Supreme 
Court of Judicature at Bombay, in November 1827, 
when the said Sir C, H. Chambers became senior 

B 2 



4 CASES ARGUED AND DETERMINED 

18^Q. puisne justice thereof; and the said Sir R. Rice 

In re having resigned his office, the petitioner was by let- 

the Juices ters patent of the 30th of August 1827, appointed 

SoDTomeCourt one of the puisne justices of the said Supreme Court 

a^'Bombay? ^^ ^^^ room : and that he took his seat as such at 

Bombay^ on the 9th day of February 1828. 

And that the said chief justice Sir Edward West 
departed this life on the 18th of August 1828 ; and 
, that on the 3d day of October in that year a letter 
wag. addressed : 

" To Sir C. H. Chambers, and the petitioner, 
" as puisne justices of the Supreme Court 
" of Judicature, dated Bombay Castle, 
" 3d October 1828, and signed, by John 
" Malcolm, the Governor ; T. Bradford, 
^' Lieutenant-general, Commander of the 
** Forces ; J. J. Sparrow, and John Romer, 
" the Second and Third Members of the 
" Council," 
Which letter, was of the following tenour : 

** Honourable Sirs : 
" We are quite aware, that we transgress upon 
'^ ordinary forms in addressing this letter to you ; 
" but the circumstances under which we are placed 
" will, we trust, justify this departure from usage, 
" and our knowledge of your private and public 
" characters lead us to hope, that what we state will 
" be received in that spirit, in which it is written ; 
^' and that, notwithstanding your strict obligations 
" to fulfil every part of your high and sacred duty 
" as British Judges, you will, on this extraordinary 
" occasion, deem yourselves at liberty to consider 
^^ as much the objects, as the rules of the court 
. " over which you preside ; and viewing the inte^- 
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*' tton of the Legislature in its institution; as directed 1829. 

*^ to the aid and support of the Government intrusted j^ ^^ 

** with the administration, of this Presidency, you the Justices 

'f will, for a short period, be induced by our repre-* SupremeCourt 

** sentations to abstain from any acts (however legal ^[^^^^ 

" you may deem them) whichj under the measures, 

*f we have felt ourselves compelled to take, and 

^' which we deem essential to the interests com-' 

" mitted to our charge, must have, the eflfect of pro-' 

*f ducing open collision between our. authority, and 

^f yours, and by doing so, not only diminish. that 

** respect in the native population of this country 

*^ which it is so essential to both to maintain, but 

^^ seriously to weaken, by a supposed division in -^ 

^f our internal rule, those impressions on. the minds » 

*• of our native subjects, the existence, of which i». 

^^ indispensable to the peace, prosperity, and per-»> 

^f manence of the Indian empire. . This conclusion' 

" refers to a variety of circumstances which we are* 

V equally forbid from explaining as you are from> 
^^ attending to such explanation ; but we deem, it 
** necessary to state our conviction of the truth of:- 
** what we have asserted, expecting that it may have* 
** some weight with you as connected with the pre-* 
" servation of that strength in the Go vemment, which ^ 
" in all our territories, and particularly, those we have 
" so recently acquired, is the chief, if not the . only 
^f power we possess for maintaining that general 
^^ peace, on the continuance of which the means of 
^' good rule, and of administering law under any 
'f form, must always depend. 

' ^i 2. In consequence of recent proceedings* in the 

V Supreme Court,; in the cases.of Moro Ragonath 

B 3 




CASES ARGUED AND DETERMINED 

169a. '^ and Bappoo Gimness, we have felt compelled, 

*^ for reasons which we have fully stated to our 

superiors, to direct that no further legal proceedings 

be admitted in the case of Moro Ragonath ; and 

that no returns be made to any writs of hab€as 

carpfu of a similar nature to those recently issued 

'* aad directed to any officers of the provincial courts, 

'^ or to any of our native subjects not residing in the 

*^ islaad of Bombay^ 

'^ 3* We are quite sensible of the deep responsi- 
'^ bility we incur by these measures, but must look 
** fyr our justification in the necessity of our situa- 
** tion. The grounds upon which we act have 
'^ exclusive reference to considerations of civil 
'^ government and of state policy ; but as our reso- 
*^ lution cannot be altered until we receive the 
'' commands of those high authorities to which we 
** are subject, we infbim you of them ; and we do 
'' most anxiously hope, that the considerations we 
<< have before stated may lead you ta limit yourselves 
'^ to those protests and appeals against our conduct 
'< in the cases specified, that yon may deem it your 
'* duty to vake, as any other conduct must, for 
*' reasons already stated, prove deeply injurious to 
'' die pubKc iteiterests, and can, under die resolution 
" taken and avowed by G^veniment, produce no 
^* result favourabli^ either to the inma^iate or fiiture 
'* establishment of the extended jurisdiction you 
" have clidmed. A very short period will elapse 
*' before an answer is received to the foil uid urgent 
'^ reference we have made upon this subject ; and 
'' we must again express our hope, diat even the 
'^ obligations under which we are sensible you act^ 
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*^ are not so imperative as to impel you to proceed- 1820. 
^* irigs which the Govermnent has thus explicitly ^^ 
^ stated its resolution to oppose, the Jmtioet 

« We have the honour to be, &c, &c." Sapi£JckHi»t 

The petition then stated, that on Monday the ofJudicatttre 
6th October instant, the Suprane Court being as- 
sembled for the despatch of its judicial business. Sir 
C H. Chambers caused this letter to be read to the 
court by the clerk of the Crown ; after which the 
petitioner concurring with Sir C. H. Chambers in 
opinion regarding both the form and the substance 
of the communication, the court directed that the 
clerk of the Crown should inform the chief secretary 
to the Government of the Presidency, by letter, that 
the said lettar had been received, and that the Judges 
could take no notice thereof. 

That it was the intention of the said Sir C. H. 
Chambers and the petitioner to have laid before his 
Majesty, in an humble petition, the circumstances 
which were therein above set forth, and most dutifully 
and submissively to have besought his Majesty's royal 
protection against what they agreed in considermg a 
most unconstitutional and criminal attempt, <m the 
part of those armed with the whole power, civil and 
military, of the Presidency, to approach the Supreme 
Court of Judicature within the same, not by their 
humble petition, or by motion, by themselves or their 
counsel, in open court, the only ways in which the 
law, for the wisest purposes, permitted his Majesty's 
Judges to be addressed, but by means of such covert 
and private communication, as was strictly forbidden 
by the forms reared by the wisdom of ages, for the 
intrenching their persons against the danger and 
even the pollution of undue solicitation or menace, 

B 4 



8 CASES ARGUED AND DETERMINfiD 

18S9. and this for the declared purpose of inducing the 

In re Judgcs, notwithstanding their most sacred obligations 

the Jiwtices to God, to the King, and to themselves, to refuse to 

SHPremeCouit administer justice according to what they should 

thombt^j^ deem to be law, in compliance with such notions as 

those who had thus approached them might from 

time to time entertain of what they should call state 

policy. 

That while a petition to the above effect was pre- 
paring to be transmitted to England, Sir Charles 
Harcourt Chambers, then acting as Chief Justice of 
the said Supreme Court, suddenly died on the 13th 
of October 1828. 

The petition then proceeded at considerable length 
to explain the motives that influenced the petitioner 
and his colleague during these proceedings to im- 
pugn the conduct of the Governor and Council, and 
to show the benefit of the Supreme Court having 
the power to issue the writ of habeas corpus in the 
manner they claimed. It ultimately prayed. That 
it might therefore please his Majesty to take the 
premises into his Royal and most gracious con- 
sideratiou; and to give such commands concerning 
the same as to his Majesty's Royal wisdom should 
seem meet, for the due vindication and protection 
of the dignity and lawful authority of his Majesty's 
Supreme Court of Judicature at Bombay. 



The case of Moro Ragonath which is alluded to 
in the petition may be thus briefly stated : On the 
25th of August 1828, a writ of habeas carpus ad 
subjiciendum^ directed to Pandoorung Ramchunder 
for the production of the body of Moro Ragonath^ 
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his ward, was moved for before Mr. Justice Grant, iggd. 
the petitioner, at his chambers, on the affidavit of ^^^^^ 
Dinker Gopall Dew, which stated that Moro Rago- the Justices 
nath had been confined for nearly a year, and was supremeCouit 
still kept in confinement by Pandaoruner Ramchun- of Judicature 

, . 1 . .,1 1 1 . at Bombay. 

der against his will, and under circumstances at- 
tended with great hardship and cruelty. This' 
motion was opposed by the Advocate General, on 
the ground that Pandoorung Ramchunder and Moro 
Ragonath were natives, residing at Poonah, and 
not amenable to the jurisdiction of the Supreme 
Court. The granting of the writ was postponed for 
various reasons until the 30th of August, during 
which time additional affidavits were put in, and in 
these it was stated that Moro Ragonath having 
made his escape from Pandoorung Ramchunder on 
the 12th of July, was retaken and sent back again 
to his custody by persons acting under the order 
and by the directions of John Andrew Dunlop, esq., 
a British-bom subject, and a provincial magistrate at 
Poonah. After considerable discussion, the writ 
was ordered to issue, and was made returnable -to 
the Court on the 1 5th of September then next. It 
was translated by order of the Court into the Mah- 
ratta language, and duly served on Pandoorung 
Ramchunder. A return was made and filed to this 
vnrit in these terms : — 

'^ I, Pandoorung Ramchunder Dumdurre, am the 
" relation and friend of the Peishwah. I never in 
" my life have been the servant of the English 
" Government, or of the English. At the time the 
" Company's Government took this country, they 
" gave me word I should live without fear or moles- 
*^ tation. Depending upon that, I remained in 
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1829. ^^ Poonah; and as for my grandson, Moro Rago- 
^^ ^ ^* nath, I am his grandfather ; he was placed under 

th« Justices '^ my care, that I might take care of him according 
Sapi«meCoiirt '^ ^ ^^ usual custom. He, the said boy, is fourteen 

"It^SSto ? " y^®" ^^^ ' ^^^ *^** reason, accwding to the Shaster 
** of the Hindoos, he is without knowledge : he is. 
" bound to behave agreeably to the orders of the 
*^ person under whose charge he lives ; and further, 
'^ it is necessary to take care of the property and 
** wealth of the boy : more than this, there is no* 
'^ thing, and there is nothing more done (by me 
^' to him,) than by those to whose care a boy is 
*^ delivered, or the usual orders of seniority in a 
^* Hindoo's family. Should I by any chance do more 
*^ or less, the same being made known to the Adaw- 
^^ lut at Poonah, it would be immediately stopped* 
^^ After Moro Ragonath's grandmother died, he was 
'^ delivered into my charge, according to the rule, 
'^ and I agreed to undertake that charge, in order 
^ that my grandson's wealth might not be ruined. 
" Without the leave of those by whose authority 
*^ I took the charge upcm my head, I cannot relin^ 
^' qulsh it. Dated loth of September 1828, 1st of 
'^ Bhadrapud Sood Shalabar 1750, the name of the 
" year being Surodharee," 

This return was objected to on two grounds ; 
istly. That there was no return, *^ paratum kabea 
corpus :" 2ndly, That no reason was stated to excuse 
the disobedience, but that the writ ought not ta 
have issued, which was a reascm the Court ought 
not to receive ; and an attachm^it against Pandoor* 
ung Ramchunder was moved for. The Judges took 
time to deliberate on the question, and on the 29th 
of September they delivered their judgment, that a 
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writ of alias habeas corpus should issue, returnable isso. 
on the loth of October then next. ^li^ 

The case of Bappoo Gunness came before the tiwJusticM 
Supreme Court on an application for a writ of habeas SupraoieCourt 
corpus ad subjkiendumy to the head gaoler of the \l^^^ 
gaol at Tannahi directing him to produce the body 
of Bappoo Ghumess, then a prisoner in his custody. 
The writ was granted on the affidavit of one Babool 
Ranjee, stating that he had applied to the gaoler for 
a copy of the warrant under which Bappoo Gunness 
was confined, and that it had been refused to him. 
The writ issued on the i oth, and was made returnable 
on the 19th of September 1828. A return to it was 
made by the nazir of the court of Adawlut of the 
northern Concan, and the gaoler to whom the writ 
was directed in these terms :— '^ That before the 
^ coming in of the writ Bappoo Gunness was taken 
'^ and detained in our custody by virtue of a certain. 
<^ (Hrder im writing of the Adawlut Court of the zillah 
'^ of the northern Concan, in the Mahratta language, 
<< and in the following fonn :" which was set out, and 
stated ia effect that Bappoo Gunness having been 
found guilty of embezzlement, was sentenced to two 
yeai!s imprisonment, and a fine of 350 rupees, or 
in de&ult of payment of that sum to a year s ad- 
ditioQal impriscMuneat. The body of the prisoner 
nott having been produced on the iQth, the Judges 
would not suffer Uie return to be read, and directed 
aa attachm^it to issue against the gaoler. On the 
26th the attachment was set aside on payment of the 
costs, at the instance of the Advocate General^ and 
Bappoo Gunness having been brought into Court, 
the return was read, and held insufficient, because 
the authority of the Adawlut Court was not stated ; 
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1B29. in it; four days time was allowed to amend it, tte 
lore prisoner being in the mean while committed to the 
^^^onhe*'*' ^^^ ^^ Bombay. The return was not amended 
SupremeCourt within that time, the Advocate General stating to 
^atBon^/T ^^^ court that the reason why it had not been 
amendedj was because Government would not suffer 
the authority of the provincial courts to be ques- 
tioned ; and Bappoo Gunness was discharged from 
custody. 

Denman^ (common serjeant,) and Aldersofiy for 
the Petitioner : — 

It is perfectly clear that the Supreme Court of 
Judicature possesses the power of issuing a writ of 
habeas corpus directed to all the King's subjects, of 
whatever description, resident within the territories 
of Bombay, in order to set free the body of any of 
the King's subjects detained by them. 

The Supreme Court of Bombay derives its several 
powers from the charter by which it was constituted, 
in pursuance of the Act of the fourth of the present 
King. The original necessity of granting those 
powers to the Courts of Law in our East Indian pos- 
sessions arose out of the complaints of oppression, 
and the disputes of persons in authority there, which 
at different times during the last reign were brought 
before the Company and Parliament in this country. 

One of the resolutions adopted on this important 
subject at a meeting of the Court of Proprietors, on 
the loth of May 1773, was, "that an application 
" should be made for a new charter of justice, to 
" enable the Company to add to each of the Mayors 
" Courts at the three Presidencies, and to the courts 
" of the governors and councils as Courts of Oyer 
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^* and Terminer, a barrister to act as recorder, to 1829, 
" extend the powers of the Mayors Courts." The j^^.^ 
additional words of the resolutions are most remark- the Justices 
able on the present occasion : ^' and particularly to SupromeCoart 
" introduce the privilege of the habeas coiyus into ^*/So»t»r 
" India." It is remarkable, too, that in a petition 
presented to the House of Lords in the same year, 
the East India Company stated, '' that the most 
" effectual provision of all others to prevent oppres- 
" sion which was recommended by the' Company, 
" viz. that of the habeas corpusj whereby men might 
" know of what crime they were accused, and by 
" whom imprisoned, was omitted." 

The Supreme Court of Judicature at Calcutta 
was opened on the 2 2d of October 1774, from which 
period, for a long course • of years, writs of habeas 
corpus were regularly issued ; most of them appa- 
rently to native subjects, and not to those who by 
way of distinction are called British subjects re- 
siding in those territories. On the 1 6th of January 
in the year following a motion was made for a habeas 
corpus to the keeper of a place called the prison of the 
Dewannee Cutcherree, to bring up a person confined 
there, and the writ was ordered to issue. It should be 
observed, that by the 13th Geo. III. c. 63, the King's 

.Court had no more jurisdiction in Calcutta over na- 
tives or others, except as a court of Oyer and Terminer 

. and Gaol Delivery, than in any other part of the domi- 
nicms of the Crown of England within the Presidency, 

.and that the zemindary courts of the Company conti- 
nued to exercise a jurisdiction over natives in Calcutta, 
just as the zemindary courts do at the present time. 
Those courts are exclusive, as to the complaints, 
suits and actions against natives not in the employ 
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1829. or service of the Company, or of a British subject, 
j^^ and not brought before the court of Oyer and Tenni- 

tbejuicioes ner and Gaol Delivery. On the 17th of January 
SttiumMGoait a return was made to a habeas corpus which had 

•|^*^2JJ2J^ been g;ranted to a person of the name of Golum 
Hider, to produce Sum Ju, a female infant of eleven 
years of age, stating that the child was voluntarily 
under his care, and not under restraint On the 19th 
of January of the same year a writ was issued to Jona 
MuUick, keeper of the prison of the Dewannee 
Adawlut in Calcutta, to bring up the body of Ban- 
charum Roy* That writ was objected to by counsel 
on Saturday the 21st of January, inasmuch as it 
issued on the statute of Cha. IL, and was not marked 
per statutum. It was answered by the Chief Justice 
that the writ might be considered as at common law. 
A motion then was made for quashing the writ, 
because the common law of England did not 
extend to India, or at least to no other than British 
subjects : but this motion was rejected by the court ; 
for on January the 31st a return was made to the 
writ, and the doctrine was by consequence denied. 
But when, on the 2d of March in the same year, 
the return was read again, stating the imprisonment 
to be in a civil suit for debt, by order of the Court 
of Dewannee Adawlut, the Supreme Court at Cal- 
cutta proceeded to inquire whether that court, which 
undoubtedly possessed a competent jurisdiction in 
many cases, possessed it in that which was then 
under discussion. The plaintiff was a British sub- 
ject, and the defendant his gomastah or steward, 
and therefore in the employ of a British subject^ 
both parties were amenable to the jurisdiction of 
the Supreme Court, and neither of them within that 
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of the Dewannee Adawlut. The keeper of the 182Q. 
prison being in court to make his return, the prisoner ^^ 
was discharged. The Supreme Court thus exer- the Justices 
cised its authority in determining that the return supremcCoort 
did not brins: the prisoner within the jurisdiction of of Jodkature 
the mfenor court. 

Again, on the 28th of March 1775, a return was 
made by JonaMuUick, keeper of the gaol of Fousdary 
Adawlut, to a habeas corpus to bring up the body of one 
Seremani there confined. On the 23d of December 
in the same year a writ of habeas corpus, directed to 
Warren Hastings, esquire, the governor-general, to 
bring up the body of Joseph Pavessi, was returned 
in court, the return being made by the governor- 
general himself, without the slightest intimation of 
objection, and the said Pavessi was discharged, the 
govemor^general having declined to state as true, in 
an amended return, a necessary fact which he had 
only on report. Pavessi had been taken up in order 
to be sent out of India contrary to law, he being not 
a British subject* It appears, therefore, that at that 
early period the reform of the Indian governments, 
and the superintendence of the English law over the 
settlement, were considered synon3rmous ; and one 
great object contemplated by the Company itself, 
was the introduction of the writ of habeas corpus, 
authorizing any man deprived of his personal free- 

* This and the preceding cases appear to have been quoted 
from a pamphlet published in October i8a8, at Bombaj, and 
intitled '< Proceedings of the Governor and Council at Bombay 
towards his Majesty's Supreme Court of Judicature/' They 
are there stated to have been extracted from MS. notes made by 
one of the Judges appointed at the first establishment of the 
Soprerae Court at Calcutta. 
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1829. dom to compel the party who imprisoned him to 
^^ show that he did- so by authority of law. 

the Justices At Calcutta, various instances of the same kind 
Supreme Court flight be cited, and others have occurred at Madras. 

at^BomCr" '^^^ importance of the writ of habeas cofymli^ been 
strongly and justly felt. Whatever Act was passed, 
and whatever charter was granted, subject to what- 
ever limitation of powers, there was no exception to 
that writ, and no limitation of its sphere in any of 
those statutes or charters. 

But the writ of habeas corpus was expressly given 
to the Supreme Court of Calcutta by the letters- 
patent of the ISth Geo. III. ; they conferred upon 
that court " such jurisdiction and authority as our 
" Justices of the Court of King's Bench have and 
" may lawfully exercise within that part of Great 
^' Britain called England, as far as circumstances 
" will admit." The writs of habeas corpus issued 
under that power do not appear to have been ques- 
tioned in any manner which could raise a doubt as 
to their authority. The erection of the Supreme 
Court of Bombay has reference to the powers given 
to the Supreme Court of Calcutta. The 4th Geo. IV. 
c. 71, indeed gives his Majesty the power by charter 
or letters patent, " to erect and establish a Supreme 
" Court of Judicature at Bombay, with full power 
" to exercise such civil, criminal, admiralty, and 
" ecclesiastical jurisdiction, both as to natives and 
" British subjects, and to be invested with such 
" powers and authorities, privileges and immunities, 
" for the better administration of the same, and 
" subject to the same limitations, restrictions, and 
" control, in the said town and island of Bombay and 
" the limits thereof, and the territories subordinate 
" thereto, and within the territories which then were 
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" or thereafter might be subject to or dependent 1829. 
" upon the Government of Bombay, as the Supreme ^"t^"^ 
" Court of Judicature at Fort William in Bengal, ti^e Justices 
** by virtue of any law then in force and unrepealed, SuprameCourt 
" did consist of, was invested with, or subject to, ® S^'^"^* 
** within the said Fort William, or the places subject 
** to or dependant upon the government thereof: 
" Provided always, that the Governor and Council 
" at Bombay, and the Governor General at Fort 
** William aforesaid, should enjoy the same ex- 
^' emption, and no other, from the authority of the 
** Supreme Court of Judicature to be there erected, 
** as was enjoyed by the said Governor General and 
** Council at Fort William aforesaid for the time 
** being, from the jurisdiction of the Supi'eme Court 
" of Judicature there." That is the only proviso 
for the exemption of the Governor and Council of 
Bombay ; but the Governor General and Council of 
Fort William are not only exempted from the juris- 
diction of the Court*, but have by the 2 ist Geo. Ill, 

*^ 2i8t Geo. 3, c. 70, 8. 2, ** If any person or persons be 
** impleaded in any action or process, civil or criminal, in the 
*** said Supreme Court, for any act or acts done by order of the 
^< said Governor General and Council, in writing, he or they 
^* may plead the general issue, and give such order in evidence ; 
<< which said order, with proof that the act or acts done have or 
« has been done according to the purport of the same, shall 
*^ amount to a sufficient justification of the said acts, and the 
<< defendant shall be fully justified, acquitted and discharged 
<< firom all and every suit, action and process whatsoever, civil 
'< or criminal, in the said Court." 

By section the third of the same Act it is provided, that with 
respect to such order of the Governor General and Council as 
shall extend to any British subject or subjects, the Court shall 
have and retain as full and competent jurisdiction as if the Act 
bad never been made. 



]6 CASES ARGUED AND DETERMINED 

1829. the power of exempting others also from its jurisdic- 
"^ ' tion by their order in writing ; which approaches 

the Justices very nearly to the letter in question. 
SapremeCoqrt '^ pursuancc of this Act of 4th Gco. IV, his 

ofJudicature Majesty erected the Supreme Court of Judicature 
^™ * at Bombay, by his Letters Patent By these letters 
he gave to it various powers and authorities which 
are exercised by his ordinary writs in the kingdom 
of England ; and he thought proper to limit the 
extent of its civil jurisdiction, of its ecclesiastical 
jurisdiction, and of its jurisdiction as a cowri of Oyer 
and Terminer ; but these are the only respects in 
which he limited, as to the extent of territory, those 
powers which the court was to possess. The clause 
limiting the civil jurisdiction is in these words : 
*^ And we do further direct, ordain, and appoint, 
" that the jurisdiction, powers, and authorities of 
" the said Supreme Court of Judicature at Bombay 
^ shall extend to all such persons as have been here- 
*' tofore described and distinguished in our charters 
" of justice for Bombay by the appellation of British 
** subjects^ who shall reside within any of the fac- 
'' tories subject to or dependant upon the Govern^ 
'< ment of Bombay .*' It thus states, that all the 
jurisdiction, powers, and authorities of the Supreme 
Court of Bombay are to extend to those persons : 
but it cannot mean that the general jurisdiction of 
the court extends to no others. But if the whole 
of the article be read thus, " That the jurisdiction, 
" power, and authority of the Supreme Court of 
*' Bombay shall extend to (and that the said court 
'^ shall be competent and effectual, and shall have 
'^ full power and authority to hear and determine 
^' all suits and actions whatsoever against) any of 
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*^ our said subjects distinguished/' &c. ; it would 1829. 
then apply only to the civil jurisdiction alone, as to i^ ^ 
suits and controversies, and have no reference to »k«^Mtic« 
any limitation on the other jurisdiction of the court« SopremeCoort 
In like manner the Court of Equity is to extend ^^^^^ 
over all the same persons as those who have civil 
suits. So again, in speaking of the criminal juris- 
diction, the charter authorizes and empowers the 
said Supreme Court to *' inquire, hear, and deter- 
<< mine of all treasons, murders, felonies, misde- 
^^ meanors, &c. committed by any of the King's 
'^ subjects in any of the territories subject to or 
" dependent upon the Government of Bombay." 
Now, if all the powers of the court had been pre- 
viously limited by the clause of the charter granting 
the civil jurisdiction to subjects residing within the 
factories, this clause would be inconsistent with it. 
It therefore shows that limitation not to extend to 
all its powers and authorities, but its civil jurisdiction 
alone. The result is then, that first, all the general 
powers of the Court of King's Bench throughout 
a district including Poonah and Tannah, the places 
in question, are given to the Supreme Court; then 
a civil authority is given, limited to a smaller dis- 
trict; and then other jurisdictions are given it, 
limited in the same nianner. 

The langraage of this charter thus becomes as in- 
telligible as the principle on which it rests. The 
native subject shall not have his contract interpreted 
by a foreign law ; but it equally imports him, whether 
ccmtending with another native, or with a British-bom 
subject, to be secured from that invasion of indivi- 
dual liberty, without which no justice of any kind 
can be obtained. The distinction is manifest between 

c 2 
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1-829. the ordinary objects of civil and criminal justice J 
j^y^ and the high prerogatives vested in the Crown for 

ihe JusdcM the immediate protection of all its subjects. The 
£ujiremeCoiirt powers vi^hich belong to his Majesty by virtue of his 

^it BtolSily? ^^y^^ station, to be exercised by him through his 
Judges in the Court of King's Bench, exist in 
conquered countries as well as those to which he 
succeeded when he came to the Crown. They 
cannot be taken from him, but by his own concur- 
rence with the two other branches of the Legisla- 
ture, in words which can leave no doubt of the 
intention to make so great a sacrifice.* 

In these letters patent there is also this proviso r 
" That the Supreme Court shall not be competent to 
** try any indictment or information against the 
** Governor General and others who are specified, 
" except in particular cases." Now the power of 
granting a criminal information is not involved in 
diat of trying actions and indictments; yet the 
proviso clearly implies, that in all cases excluded 
from it under the circumstances there directed, the 
Supreme Court might hear a motion for a criminal 
information. 

It was only in the year 1 827 that Sir Charles Grey 
had occasion to give a judgment, which proves the 
opinion of that learned Chief Justice on the subject* 
A motion was made for a criminal information against 
a variety of persons who had obstructed a sheriff's 
officer in executing the process of the court. Some 
of the parties complained of were native subjects, not 
open to the ordinary jurisdiction : no indictment 
could have been preferred against them. But the 
others were British subjects, or those employed by 
British subjects, who clearly would not fall within 
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the exception. Sir Charles Grey expressly recognizes 1 820. 
the distinction which we have drawn. " A question ^^ 
" had been made, whether the Court possessed thcJuadceft 
^' authority to grant a criminal information against SupremeCoart 
« Mendy Ally Khan, as it had been said that he ""i^^^^^ 
" was not subject to this jurisdiction, as he was not 
** an inhabitant. In his own opinion, however, (the 
'* opinion of the Chief Justice of Bengal) the ques- 
** tion of the jurisdiction of the court should not be 
** entertained. There were two distinct powers of 
" jurisdiction vested in the court, that of Oyer and 
" Terminer and of the Court of King's Bench. The 
** former was limited ; but the latter was not, but 
*^ extended throughout all the provinces under this 
** Government. It was his opinion, that the Supreme 
** Court possessed authority to grant information 
** any where in the Company's territories, for any 
** act for which the Court of King's Bench could 
'^ issue one in England. The court had a complete 
" power of punishing any native, foreigner, or other 
" person soever, for contempt or violent obstruc- 
" tion of the process of the court, in the same way 
" as the Court of King's Bench. It would be per- 
'^ fectly anomalous to say that it did not possess the 
" power of punishing that by the more deliberate 
" mode of information, which could be effected by 
** the more summary process of attachment. He 
** could not confine it to that question, seeing that 
** they possessed the jurisdiction of the Court of 
" King's Bench. He did not know that the Court 
'' might not enter into a criminal information against 
" any person whatever : He should state, however, 
" that such ah authority should be executed sparingly, 
** and with caution. This would set the question 

c 3 
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J^^\ " of the grounds of the criminal information at rest, 
♦* as their jurisdiction over Mendy Ally Khan did 
^* not depend on his being an inhabitant of Cal- 
SvprenwConrt " cutta." He then proceeds to say, " that as some 
H BoLbay. ** of those persons were not subject to indictment, 
'* and those subject to it were the least guilty parties, 
*^ he would not grant a criminal information, but 
** thought it better to leave it altogether to an in- 
* dictment'' 

In this passage the power to try indictments is 
clearly separated, both from the right to issue attach- 
ment for contempt, and from that of granting crimi* 
nal informations. Indictments can be tried by the 
Supreme Court only in its character of a court of 
Oyer and Terminer, and its power to try them is 
bounded by the terms of the exception ; but the 
power of punishing contempt is inherent in all 
courts. The power of proceeding by criminal in- 
formation is inherent in the Court of King's Bench, 
and is transferred, without limitation as to persons, 
by the terms of the charter to the Supreme Court. 

Numerous cases might be drawn from the books, 
if authority were wanted, to inform your Lordships 
that that power does exist in the manner described. 
In Bourn's case, Cro. JameSy p. 543, ** Montague, 
Chief Justice, said that the privilege of the Cinque 
Ports, that the King's writ runs not there, is to 
be intended between party and party, but no such 
privilege can be against the King : and this writ 
(a writ of habeas corpus^ is a prerogative writ 
which concerns the King's justice to be adminis- 
tered to his subjects ; for the King ought to have 
an account why any of his subjects are impri- 
soned; and it is agreeable to all persons and 
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^^ places, and no answer can satisfy it but to return i8M. 
•* the cause with paratum habeo corpus^ &c, ; and ' " 
^' this writ hath been awarded out of this court to ifae Justic«t 
** Calais, and all other places within the kingdom, gyp^L'icomt 
** and to dispute it is not to dispute the jurisdiction^ ^^^^^ 
'* but the power of the King and his court, which 
*^ is not to be disputed ; and of this opinion were all 
'^ the other justices." This doctrine of Lord Chief 
Justice Montague is fortified by precedents of th^ 
King's writ having been awarded to Calais and 
other places within the dominion of the Crown of 
England, and has been fully recognized by the 
Courts in a variety of cases between that time and 
this. Lord Mansfield, in the case of Cowle, 2 Bur* 
row's Reports^ p. 834, laid it down that the King s 
writ must be said to run in all places throughout his 
dominions, but that this was not the case with all 
writs ; and therefore, when he came to lay down the 
rule in that case, his Lordship directed it to be 
entered, that writs of venire facias do not run in 
the town of Berwick ; but he decided also, that 
the high prerogative writs arising out of a different 
aource have a much more extensive operation. Now 
these high prerogative arise out of the natural alle-^ 
giance the subject owes to the King, and the pro- 
tection which that allegiance requires of the King 
for the subject? This is the principle which is 
stated in Calvin'^ case in yth Reports^ viz. lliat 
alleg^nce is the duty of the subject, and that pro- 
tection is the duty of the King. Whenever therefore 
the subject owes allegiance, the King owes protec- 
tion. Now can it be contended that in the case of 
any conquered country annexed to his Majesty's 
dominiona the inhabitants of that country, do not 

c 4 
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1829. owe him allegiance? If they do, it must follow 
In re *^^^ ^^® ^i^g °^^s* ^^^ them protection, and that 
the Justice* protection is to be, as in the present instance, given, 
SupreineCourt hy his issuing by virtue of his prerogative his writ 
^a/fiomba ** ^^ habeas corpusj that he may know whether they 
are lawfully imprisoned or not ; or his writ of cer^ 
tiorarij that he may know whether any proceedings 
which have been commenced against them are con* 
formable to the law ; or his writ of prohibition, that 
he may keep the respective courts throughout his 
dominions in the due exercise of their duties ; or 
his writs of mandamus, that he may oblige persons 
to do such acts as they are bound to perform. 
Therefore when the King grants to a particular 
court, by virtue of the authority of an Act of Par- 
liament, these powers arising out o^his prerogative, 
the court has them in their full extent, unless he 
limits them, either as to extent of territory, or in 
some other way. Here the King has granted the 
same powers as the King's Bench exercises in 
England, to be exercised by the Supreme Court of 
Bombay throughout a territory including the places 
to which these writs have been sent. It may be 
true, that the natives of India are not within the 
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court for the purpose 
of suing one another for private matters of dispute ; 
that certain writs known to our law would not run 
as between party and party, and yet that the prero- 
gative writs of the Crown being restrained by no 
clause in the charter, nor taken away by the direct 
words of an Act of Parliament, the sole power suffi- 
cient for that purpose must remain in the Crown,, 
and be exercised by that court to which the con- 
stitution has assigned so high and inestimable am 
authority. 
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•t Bombay. 



In the early part of his able argument in. the \sq9. 
Court of Bombay, the Advocate General of Bombay *~^ ' 
referred to the celebrated Patna case, in the year tbeJosticM 
1777, before Sir Elijah Impey, and from his expres- supi^mJcoait 
fiions, endeavoured to infer that the Court had no ju* of Judicature 
risdiction over the natives in a case like the present* 
'^ In this coimtry, the gross body of the people are 
" not, and only certain persons answering particular 
'' descriptions are, objects of the King's laws or of 
'^ the jurisdiction of this court. As therefore there 
" are other laws, and other courts, such as they are, 
*' to whom the bulk of the natives are amenable, 
'^ and we were not anxious to extend our jurisdiction, 
" we have suffered these pleas to the jurisdiction to 
" be pleaded as freely as any other plea," &c. On 
this doctrine great stress was laid by Mr. Dewar ; 
but Sir Elijah Impey 's authority was not wanted in 
support of the fact, that natives are exempted from 
the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. The ques* 
tion still comes round, What jurisdiction is here 
contemplated ? Is it that jurisdiction to issue high 
prerogative writs, which cannot be abolished with- 
out positive enactment ; or is it that jurisdiction to 
decide those controversies between party and party, 
which the law designates by the name of suits and 
actions ? Sir Elijah must have referred to the latter 
in the case where he permitted pleas to the jurisdic- 
tion to be freely pleaded. 

It was then argued, that because this Act of the 
21st Geo, 3, cap. 70, enacted that " the Governor 
'^ General and Council should cause the name. 



section 11. 



* Patna, Appendix, No. 17, Judgment of Sir E. Impey, in the 
case of Nadarah Begum v. Behader Beg. 
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1829. '^ description, and place of usual abode of all natives 
j^^ ** employed in the service of the East India Com- 
theJuQtioes << pany, in the offices therein mentioned, to be 
SvpremeCoort ^^ entered in a book or books to be alphabetically 
"i^BSbSr " disposed," that those precautions would hardly 
have been taken to ascertain what natives should be 
subject to the jurisdiction, if all natives without 
exception were. But, in a limited sense of the 
word, we have no objection to admit that certain 
classes alone are within the jurisdiction. The re- 
gistry of all the persons described is equally desirable 
for this purpose, whether our argument in favour of 
its embracing all in its more liberal sense, be well 
or ill founded. 

Having spoken of the high prerogative writs in 
general, we proceed to speak of the writ of habeas 
carpus in particular. In the year 1818 the doctrines 
held concerning that writ were examined by Lord 
Eldon, in Crowky^s case, 2d Swanston, p. l. A per- 
son had been committed by Commissioners of 
Bankrupt for not answering satisfactorily, a motion 
was made for a writ of habeas corpus in vacation, 
and the question whether he possessed such a power 
was discussed by him with great care. He found 
a case in point decided by Lord Chancellor Not- 
tingham ; but he resolutely over-ruled that decision 
when he found it inconsistent with the principles 
of the law of England. He treated it there as 
known law, that no man's liberty should be invaded 
without the supreme legal authority having power 
to pronounce immediately on the reason of that 
restraint ; and that this prerogative of the King 
might be called into action at any time, and could 
not be affected by general words in a statute. 



BEFORE THE PRIVY COUNCIL. 27 

The case of Moro Ragonath gave rise to the ex- i829. 
traordinary interference of the Governor and Coun- 'T' ' 

..«_•' In re 

oil of Bombay. In that case, although a writ of the Justioe* 
habeas corpus issued, the body was not brought into Sapr^^Coan 
court, nor any return made to the writ, though ^^^^^ 
a strange, anomalous, questionable document, came 
from the person to whom it had been sent. The 
facts stated in that document, if true, might have 
been returned to the court, and the cause, if suffi- 
cient, would have been admitted by the court. It 
i^peared too on the proceedings that the person to 
whom the writ was directed had obtained the autho- 
rity of Mr. Dunlop, a justice of the peace of that 
part of the world, to keep Moro Ragonath in custody, 
and we apprehend may well be considered as an 
agent employed by Mr. Dunlop, and thus answering 
the narrowest description of those within the juris- 
diction. 

It is a much less daring presumption than the 
fiction in the law, that any person brought before 
the Court of Common Pleas by habeas carpus is 
a privileged person ; and therefore Lord Eldon and 
Mr. Justice Blackstone commend the Common Pleas 
ibr presuming the party arrested to have their pri- 
vilege ivhen they knew he had not, because the law 
cannot endure that a man under unjust imprison- 
mmt shall return to it. 

It can hardly ever indeed happen that a person 
in the Indian territory should be imprisoned with- 
out the intervention of English subjects properly so 
called. 

The gaoler, in almost every case, is a native ; all 
the officers of the native courts are natives ; but the 
authority of the native courts is almost always under 
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1829. the control of English subjects. Servants of the 

In ^ East India Company preside over their jurisdictions. 

tfaeJusticet Jt would require a great deal of ingenuity, and 

SupremeCooit a most remarkable concurrence of circumstances to 

^it BomlMiTr ^^^ *^y person imprisoning another, and not acting 

under the employment of British subjects. 

The letter-missive to the Supreme Court assumes 
to repeal the letters patent granted by the King in 
respect of all except those residing within the island 
of Bombay, or such as have been employed by the 
British authorities : it claims to refuse the execution 
of writs directed to any officer of the provincial 
courts ; and in conformity with this assumption of 
power by the government were its proceedings in 
the case of Bappoo Gunness. 

The Counsel then proceeding to comment on the 
terms of the letter of the Governor and Council to 
the Judges, 

The Lord Chancellor observed, " What we have 
" met here for is to ascertain the jurisdiction of the 
" Supreme Court of Bombay. The object is the 
** discussion of what their power is." 

The prerogative of issuing writs of habeas corpus 
is inherent in the Crown, and can only be abolished 
by express words, and none such are found in the 
charter. Such writs are issuable by the law of 
England from the Court of King's Bench, and they 
run into any dominions under the sway of the 
English Crown. Such writs have frequently issued 
from the English supreme courts at the several 
Indian presidencies, which have all the powers of 
the English King's Bench vested in them by Act of 
Parliament. Certain restrictions are imposed on the 
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court with regard ta 
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the persons subject to it ; but those must be applied, 1829. 
by a reasonable construction, to its ordinary opera- , 
tions as a court of Oyer and Terminer and of Gaol the Justices 
Delivery, not extended to the power of issuing those SupremeCourt 
high prerogative writs which are indispensable for «' Ju'Jic^"'* 
the safety of all the liege subjects of the Crown 
when urgent necessity demands immediate and de- 
cisive interposition. But even if subjects purely 
native could not be questioned for the imprisonment 
of a fellow subject, still the agents of those courts 
which act under British Judges are manifestly ex- 
cluded from the pretended exemption. 

The celebrated statute of habeas corpus is intitu- 
led, " An Act for the better securing the liberty of 
** the subject, and for prevention of imprisonment 
^* beyond the seas ; " and in the King v. Cowle^ it is 
stated, that the power of the King's Bench in Eng- 
land extends to the granting writs of this description 
directed to persons in the colonies, though the ne- 
cessity for issuing them had not then occurred. 
That the court has such a power, appears from the Kinsi?. Cowie, 
authority of Lord Mansfield, and from the fact that ^<iB""«^»- 
writs of this description have issued into all the 
dominions of the Crown of England. They may, 
and do, extend, therefore, beyond the limits of the 
ordinary civil jurisdiction of the court here ; and so 
in India the Supreme Court may have this juris- 
diction throughout all the conquered territories, 
though its civil jurisdiction be limited to Bombay 
alone. The duty of the Court of King's Bench in 
England, in such cases, has been most correctly 
stated by Lord Coke, in his description of the Co. Insiit. 
authority of the Court of King's Bench : *' For the ^^'^' '^^''^' 
** pleasure of God and the quietness of our subjects. 
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1839. ^' to save our conscience and to keep our oath, 

In re " ^y ^^® assent of our great men and other of our 

tbeJustic«9 « Council, wc have commanded our Justices that 

of the 

SapreiseCourt ^^ they shall from henceforth do even law and exe- 

"i? iKlJ! " ^"^^^^ ^^ "&^^ *^ ^^^ ^**' subjects, rich and poor, 
" without having regard to any person, without 
'^ letting to do right for any letters or command- 
^^ ment which may come to them from us, or from 
" any other, or by any o&er cause." If the Court 
of King s Bench in England would not have neg- 
lected to do right for any letters the King of Eng- 
land might send to them, it is too much to expect 
that the fudges of the Supreme Court of Bombay 
should, without remonstrating, receive from the 
Governor and Council of that Settlement a letter or 
commandment interfering with the upright and con- 
scientious discharge of their judicial functions. 

Bosanquet and Spankic (Serjeants) for the East 
India Company : — 

It is obvious, from the words of the Act of the 4th 
of his present Majesty, that the intention was not 
to give any jurisdiction to the Supreme Court at 
Bombay within the territories subject to Bombay, 
beyond that exercised by the Supreme Court within 
the Presidency of Fort William. In one respect, it 
will be found that the jurisdiction given by the 
charter carrying into effect the object of that Act 
is less. 

But, for the present, let us suppose that the 
authority conferred is to the full extent the same as 
that conferred on the Supreme Court of Fort Wil- 
liam. The great principle of the jurisdiction of the 
new courts which were established in India by the 
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'13th of Geo. III. was this^ that so far as locality was i829. 
concerned in the town of Calcutta, there was con- *T^ 

... "ii in ro 

ferred an unqualified territorial jurisdiction over all the JastioM 
the inhabitants. There is another jurisdiction, not SopremeCoiirt 
so extensive in its effects, though reaching through- \J^^^*^ 
out the dominions subject to the Presidency, appli- .j^^ Qy^ g^ 
cable to the designated classes of persons. The c*^. 
two things are most perfectly distinct; and we 
admit, that so far as the privileges and authorities 
of the Court of King's Bench in England can be 
applied, either to the localities of Calcutta or Bom- 
bay, or to the designated classes, the jurisdictions 
may be conceded ; but it does not follow that they 
should have in the territory at large a jurisdiction, 
either to attach upon individuals not of the desig- 
nated class, or to control the proceedings of other 
courts of a distinct authority. The distinction 
appears to have been wisely and considerately 
adopted by the Legislature. At Fort William, at 
Madras, and Bombay, the English law had prevailed 
for at least a century. It had prevailed, at all 
events, from the charter of Geo. L It was known 
as the existing law there antecedently to the year 
1774: persons had been tried and condemned 
under the local jurisdiction of Calcutta for forgery 
and other crimes created by English statutes. Those 
who came to those towns, which were a kind of 
English colonies, came to the English law : they 
came to a place where they could no more evade 
the jurisdiction than men who come to England 
have a right to be tried by the law they leave 
behind them. The other class was a class who 
became subject, by their own acts, the servants of 
the CcHnpany^ or British subjects, &c. &c. ; who by 
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182£^. voluntarily entering into those services rendered 
j^ ^ themselves subject to the jurisdiction of the King's 
the Justices courts. It was the policy of the law to leave those 
SupremeCoart persons out of the local limits and of the designated 
^at^Bomb^? classcs, in point of jurisdiction, to be governed by 
their own law ; and the exception was an exception 
to which they subjected themselves; and this is 
the view taken of the subject in the speech of Sir 
Pagamentary Elijah Impey in the House of Commons. 
Vol. 96. The power enjoyed by the native or provincial 
courts, is a power possessed by them long antece* 
dent to the British conquests in India, and which 
exists, except where it has been altered by the 
legislative authority, which the British Parliament 
does not directly exercise, but which it has confided 
to the Governor General in Council. Thus all per- 
sons not subject to the King's courts are living under 
their own laws, under the authority of the British 
Legislature, and may be considered, to many pur- 
poses, as a separate nation under a different govern- 
ment. What is the power of the Court of King's 
Bench supposed to be ? The King himself formerly 
exercising his sovereign authority in the aula regisy 
which he now exercises by that court, still called 
the Court of our Lord the King before the King 
himself. The whole administration is derived from 
the ancient aula regis, the centre of all judicial 
authority; and all the King's courts are subject, 
without exception or distinction, to the control of 
the Court of King's Bench. But the laws of Eng- 
land are not the laws of India. There is a code of 
laws which the King has thought fit, by the consent 
of his Parliament, to continue or enact, and which 
are not the King's laws in the sense that the laws of 
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England are. There is therefore no analogy be- ib«9. 
tween the circu^istances. The Courts in England ' j^"^ ' 
are all drawn from the same source, they all flow in ^e Justices 
the same channel, they all apply to the same per- SupraiMCoart 
sons. But the laws in India are derived from a »(•'"<*•«»*"'• 

erent classes 
of men; they have nothing in common with the laws 
of England. To confer upon the English courts of 
law existing locally in Calcutta or Bombay a control 
over the native laws and courts, would be a species 
of anomalous judicial administration, which we trust 
will never be sanctioned by the British Legislature. 

Previous to the establishment of the Supreme 
Court in the year 1773, there were Mayors Courts 
at Calcutta, Madras, and Bombay. The statute of 
1 3th Geo. in. authorized the institution of a Supreme 
Court only at Calcutta. The language of that 
Act, and the charter founded upon it, gave rise to 
various discussions. Certain circumstances, which 
have been treated as precedents on the other side, 
took place previous to the 21st Geo. III.; but 
according to the best information which we have 
received, no instance \& to be found since the pass* 
ing of the 21st Geo. IH. in 1781, in which an 
attempt has been made by the Court at any one of 
the three Presidencies, to issue a writ of habeas cor- 
pus of the description now contended for. 

The statute of the 1 3th of Geo. III. in the year 1 773 Cap. 6s. 
provides that his Majesty shall have power to erect '^^ *^' 
a Supreme Court at Fort William, and a proviso to 
this effect is added : ^' That the said new charter, and sect 14. 
^^ the jurisdiction, powers and authorities to be there- 
f ^ by established, shall and may extend to all British 
^ subjects who shall reside in the kingdoms or pro- 
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tm9: '^ vinces of Bengal, Bahar, and Orissa, or any of 
l^ j^ *^ them, under the protection of the said United Com-^ 

**<i"tS^** " P^-^y 5 *^4 *^^ same charter shall be competent 
aapronieCouit '^ and effectual, and the Supreme Court of Judicature 

ai'fimbftjT " therein and thereby to be established shall have 
** full power and authority to hear and detennine all 
** complaints against any of his Majesty's subjects, 
** for any crimes, misdemeanors, or oppressions com* 
'^ mitted, or to be committed, and also to entertain, 
** hear and determine any suits .or actions what* 
'* soever against any of his Majesty's subjects in 
^' Bengal, Bahar, and Orissa, and any suit, action 
'^ or complaint against any person who shall, at the 
^^ time when such debt, or cause of action, or com* 
'^ plaint shall have arisen, have been employed by 
** or shall then have been directly or indirectly in 
^* the service of, the said United Company, or of 
" any of his Majesty's subjects." 

Whatever obscurity or ambiguity may be found 
IB particular clauses or expressions of this charter, or 
of th^ Act of Parliament, we apprehend that the 
court which was established was not a court of general 
jurisdiction throughout all the provinces, in the 
nature of the Court oS King's Bench, with certaia 
exceptions, but a court of local and limited jurisdic* 
tion, with an extended jurisdiction, in certain cases^ 
over certain descriptions of perscnis. This undoubt* 
edly is a most material distinction in principle. It 
has been universally understood^ that these are courts 
of limited and local jurisdiction^ having a gmerai 
jurisdiction within those local limits^ not only over 
British subjects, but over all the native subjects, 
Mahommedans and Hindoos as well as Christians, 
in all mattess criminal and civil ; subject to a proviso 
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tbat the persons of different religions should be 1829. 

judged according to their respective religions, in inw 

certain cases ; and that beyond these limits the ^ Justices 
, ,, , ...... . of the 

courts snail have a certain jurisdiction over certain SupremeCoart 

persons described to be British subjects, and per- ^^^^^^ 
sons in the service either of the East India Company 
or of other British subjects. 

The next material proviso is, ^' That the Supreme iecti6. 
'^ Court shall hear and determine any suits or actions 
^^ of any of his Majesty's subjects against any in- 
^' habitant of India, residing in Bengal, Bahar, 
" Orissa, or any of them, upon any contract or 
'^ agreement in writing, where the cause of action 
" shall exceed the sum of 500 current rupees, and 
^^ where the said inhabitant shall have agreed in the 
^ said contract that in case of dispute the matter 
'^ shall be heard and determined in the said Supreme 
*' Court." This is certainly a very extraordinary 
provision to be introduced into an Act which is sup- 
posed to establish a court of general jurisdiction. 

♦ The Act of 13th Geo. III., and the charter 
founded upon it, gave rise to various disputes, arising, 
among other things, out of the issuing of the writ of 
habeas carpus ; in consequence of which the Act of 
21 Geo. III. cap. 70, was passed for the purpose of 
removing doubts with respect to persons subject; 
to the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. The writ 
of habeas carpus had been issued to persons who 
were owners of land : and it was contended that hny 
person who held the land, and who paid rent, but 
had no other occupation connecting him with the 

• For a short and entertaining, although perhaps not a very 
impartial, account of these disputes see Mill's History of British 
India, book 5tfa, chapter 6th. 

D 2 
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1820. East India Company, was to be considered as a per- 

"^^^ son within the service of the East India Company, 

the Justices and as such within the general jurisdiction of the 

SupremeCoort court. It has been said that applications were 

^JfiSy? ^^^ ^^ *^^ P^"^ ^^ *^^ ^^* ^^^^^ Company that 
provision should be made in the Act, giving power 
to issue the writ of habeas corpus. JTo what par- 
ticular descriptions of persons the direction of such 
writs was intended to be confined is not stated ; but 
if the subject was brought under the consideration 
of Government, and yet no clause was introduced in 
the Act of 2 1st Geo. III., then we have the less 
reason to suppose it was the particular intention of 
the Legislature to give the authority contended for. 
Certainly it is not expressly given, but the persons 
to whom writs of habeas carpus are said to have been 
addressed are expressly excepted from the jurisdiction 
of the court in the gth and lOth sections of that Act, 
which says, generally, that natives under the cir- 
cumstances therein particularized shall not be subject 
to the jurisdiction of the court on account of those 
circumstances ; thereby clearly assuming, that but 
for those circumstances as natives, they would not be 
subject to the jurisdiction of the court. And then 
a clause is added, " that for more perfectly ascer- 
" taining those natives who should be subject to 
" the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court, the Gover- 
'* nor General and Council should cause the name, 
" description, and place of usual abode, of all na- 
" fives employed in the service of the East India 
" Company, with certain exceptions, to be entered 
" in a book or books alphabetically disposed. 

How, then, was this matter understood soon after 
the passing of the 2 1st Geo. III.? Out of the trans- 
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actions which took place between the year 1773 and 1829. 
the year 1781, various accusations arose against the j^^ 
individuals occupying certain high stations, and the Justices 
among others, there was a charge against the Chief SapremeCourt 
Justice of the Supreme Court, Sir Elijah Impey, ""[^^^^^ 
who made his defence in the House of Commons, in 
a speech wh^ch was afterwards printed in the shape 
of a separate publication, and is correctly copied in 
the 26th volume of the Parliamentary History. " The 
" charter," says Sir Elijah Impey, at page 1358 of 
" that work, "has given a criminal jurisdiction, 
'^ not local and territorial, over the provinces, but 
" personal, over part of the inhabitants, answering 
*^ to certain descriptions ; but the jurisdiction given 
^' over the inhabitants of Calcutta is universal, that 
" beingaterritorlal jurisdiction throughout thewhole 
^^ town of Calcutta." The object of the learned 
Judge upon this occasion was different from that 
which is now the subject of consideration ; for it 
became important for him to show that the jurisdic- 
tion in Calcutta was a general jurisdiction, and that 
the jurisdiction in the provinces was not a general 
jurisdiction. " The first, as to the provinces at large, 
** is new, and was introduced by that charter. All 
'^ the laws of England established by that charter 
" I admit to be new, as to them, and only to be sup- 
" ported by the authority of that charter ; but with 
" regard to the town of Calcutta, the operation of 
** the statute was different. Long before the erection 
" of the Supreme Court in 1774, there had existed 
" in Calcutta courts in the nature of Oyer and Ter- 
** miner and Gaol Delivery, administering the crimi- 
** nal laws of England with a territorial jurisdiction 
" over Calcutta. The 13th Geo. UI. abolished these 

i> 3 
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lBf9. ** courts to make room for the Supreme Court. It 
Tb re " ^^® ^^ *^^ Supreme Court the power of trying 

the Justices " the same crimes, with a territorial jurisdiction 
SupremcCoart " co-extensive with that of the old court." 

m%^^^ It has been intimated that the jurisdiction now 
contended for has been enforced at Madras. Such 
a jurisdiction is at variance with the doctrine stated 
by Sir Thomas Strange, Chief Justice of Madras in 
the year 1 802, in the first volume of his Reports, 
page 135, Nagapah Chitty v. Rachumnah and 
another. He there says, " It has been truly ob- 
'* served, that it is impossible to argue in this court 
'^ from any analogous cases of jurisdiction in the 
** courts at home. Those courts being by their con- 
** stitution, according to their respective modes and 
^ purposes of proceeding, the great depositaries of 
'^ the universal justice of the realm, and as such, in 
'*' every instance in which it is attempted to with- 
^* draw a case from their cognizance, bound to see, 
^ distinctly and unequivocally, that a jurisdiction. 
^^ adequate to the object in view exists elsewhere. 
** If that be not stated so as to appear to the court, 
'' a plea to the jurisdiction fails, and the jurisdiction: 
^ remains. But it is different here, because, though 
'^ co-opdinate in its nature with those courts so far 
" as its jurisdiction attaches, the jurisdiction of this 
" court is limited with regard to persons not being 
•* British subjects." This passage, we apprehend, 
bears on* the very subject under consideration here. 
Though there are words in this charter giving to the 
court the authority of the Court of King s Bench, 
it is the nature of the authority which is described, 
and not the extent of the jurisdiction. The extent 
of the jurisdiction is limited by other clauses; but 
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the nature of the authority which the Judges are I829. 
^ititled to exercise where they have jurisdiction, j^^^ 
whether within the local limits in respect of the in- **>• Justioei 
habitants generally, or beyond the local limits in SupremeCouit 
respect of British subjects, for English purposes, and ^^ b^^J^^ 
administering English law> is in the nature of the 
authority exercised by the Court of King's Bench in 
England. ** Generally speaking^'' adds Sir Thomas pege ia6 
Strange, ^^ it is restricted with regard to the natives 
" (whether wisely or not is not for us to consider) 
'^' to the inhabitants of Madras, and the plea there- 
*^ fore very properly confines itself to these facts ; 
*^ upon which the court is fairly called upon to say, 
** whether the defendants, being natives, can be con- 
^' sidered as inhabitants of Madras for the purpose of 
** being subject to our jurisdiction upon the present 
'' bill. It is said in many cases, boni judicis e4t 
*' ampliarejurisdictionem. If for jurisdicthnem be 
** read (as was always read by Lord Mansfield) 
^ jMlitianij it is a noble maxim. If an object and 
^ matter of jurisdiction exists, it is indeed the part 
^ of a Judge, so far as circumstances may admit, ta 
^ administer an enlarged and amplified justice,^ em- 
** bracing the interests of all parties and all the 
** bearings of the case in any other sense of the 
** maxim. It seems to me that the strength of every 
*^ jurisdiction consists mainly in a temperate ad- 
" measurement of it by those- in whom it is vested;. 
** and that so far from its being the duty bom judicis 
^' ampUaref k becomes none* more than Judges to set 
**" to others in power a different example, instead of, 
■^ by overstrained constructions, and upon fanciful 
^ imaginations, to be outstepping the bounds set by 
■** their commission. Neither are we to ptesume 

D 4 



40 CASES ARGUED AND DETERMINED 

1829. " that justice willnot be done, though this court, 
^ . *^ sustaining the plea, should decline the office of 

the Justices " rendering it." 
SupremcCourt There are various passages to be found in dif- 

of^^ic^re ferent statutes which strongly show, not, perhaps, the 
entire exemption of the natives of India from the 
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court, but that the 
authority of the Supreme Court was never intended 
to embrace them ; and that they were never com- 
prehended within that extensive authority which is 
given to the Supreme Court with respect to British 
subjects. 

Your Lordships will find in the 53d of Geo. IIL, 
cap. 155, a long list of offences created in various 
clauses, all of which are introduced by words im- 
porting in clear terms the distinction between the 
local and personal jurisdiction of the court. At 
section 114, after reciting that it " was expedient 
'^ that the stealing securities for the payment of 
** money within the East Indies should be made 
" felony," and so on, it enacts, that if any person 
or persons within the ^^ local limits of the criminal 
" jurisdiction of any of his Majesty's courts at Fort 
" William, Fort Saint George, Bombay, or Prince 
" of Wales's Island, or if any person or persons, per- 
" sotially subject to the jurisdiction of any of the said 
" courts at any place in the East Indies :" so that the 
distinction between the local jurisdiction of the court, 
and the personal jurisdiction of the court, is very dis- 
tinctly recognized, and that there may be persons 
within the local limits of the jurisdiction who are not 
personally subject, acknowledging a distinction be- 
tween the local and the personal jurisdiction. 
A question then arises whether a native who is 
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an officer of a provincial court, a gaoler, for instance^ 1820. 
and who as such may be considered as a person in j^ ^e 
the service of the East India Company, is subject to *® Justice* 
have an habeas corpus directed to him in his charac- SapremeCoart 
ter of gaoler, for the purpose of bringing up a native ^at^Bombjur? 
prisoner in his custody before the Supreme Court at 
Bombay. If we are right in supposing that there 
never has been any intention of giving to the Supreme 
Court a control over the proceedings of the Provincial 
Courts, if a regular succession of appeals has been 
established from the Provincial Courts up to the 
highest appellate tribunal, and in cases of sufficient 
magnitude to justify it to your Lordships at this 
Board, passing by the Supreme Court, and proceed- 
ing in a course of judicature entirely distinct from 
that of the Supreme Court, it is a most important 
question whether the course of proceeding is to be 
entirely evaded, on a ground very similar to. that 
acted upon between 1773 and 1781. At that time 
certain natives, because they held land, or because 
they were employed in certain transactions, were 
contended to be within the language of the Act of 
Parliament and charter, which subjected persons in 
the service of the East India Company to the juris- 
diction of the Supreme Court. Let it be admitted 
for the argument that the gaoler of a Provincial • 
Court^ stands in the character of a person in the 
service of the Company, and that he would be liable, 
as such, to have an habeas corpus directed to him, if 
he, as an individual, detained any person in his 
custody. Does it therefore follow that his character 
as a servant of the Company would give a right to 
the court to direct an hflbeas corpus to that person, 
to bring up a person in his custody as a prisoner of 



42 CASES ARGir£D AND DETERMINED 

1820. the local court ? Does it give a right to the Supreme 
j^ ^ Court to examine into the constitution of the court 

the Justices (for this has been asserted), and to review its pro- 
ISapremeCourt cecdings ? It has been said the court must have 

^l^^^"^ before it all the regulations and laws by which the 
Provincial Court was constituted, whether such 
court be a part of the original establishment of the 
Mogul Government not yet altered, or whether it be 
a new court established under the authority given 
by Parliament to the Government to make regula- 
tions. All this, according to the doctrine contended 
for, must be brought before the court in the shape 
of a return, for the Supreme Court to judge, first, 
whether the Provincial Court has been legally con- 
stituted, and in the next place, whether, if it has been 
legally constituted, its proceedings have been pro- 
perly conducted.- We humbly apprehend, that it 
is manifest from the whole tenor of the Acts of Par- 
liament and charter, that no such jurisdiction was 
intended to be given. In the Regulating Act of 
2 1st George III., section 23, it is enacted " that the 
** Governor General and Council shall have power 
** and authority from time to time to frame regula- 
** tions for the Provincial Courts and. Councils^" 
Here is a distinct legislative recognition of these 
Provincial Courts^ A similar power is given to the 
Governments of Madras and Bombay to regulate the 
proceedings of the Provincial Courts of their Presi- 
dencies, and all those regulations are subject to the* 
revision of his Majesty in Council. They are all 
directed to be transmitted to the Secretary of State, and 
if not altered, they become the law of the provinces by 
which those courts are governed. It is quite clear, 
therefore, thatthe Legislature has distinctly recognized 



at Bombay. 
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•theexistence of those courts, themaDuer inwhich they 1829. 
are to be regulated, and the law by which they are to "TT"^ 
be governed. The regulations for the government the Justices 
of the provinces require no registration in the Sun,^rneCoart 
Supreme Court; while those which bind the in- °,^|^"J® 
habitants of Calcutta, Madras, and Bombay, and 
all British subjects, must be registered in and ap- 
proved by these courts. 

Then we come to this section, (s€Cr^24) ; " That no 

** action for wrong or injury shall lie in the Supreme 

" Court against any person whatsoever exercising a 

" judicial office in the country courts, for any judg- 

" ment, decree, or order of the said court, nor 

^' against any person for any act done by or in 

" virtue of the order of the said court." So that 

although a native should be in the service of the 

East India Company as an officer of a provincial 

court, and although a British subject should be a 

Judge of such a court, for acts done in sueh court, 

no action lies against him. The same language is 

to be found in the charters ; but although no action 

is allowed to try whether the act was legal or not 

ih' the Supreme Court, yet it is* contended that the 

legality of the proceedings may be examined through 

ike medium of an habeas corpus,. This appears acu 

extraordinary argument; and seeing that there is 

BO provision to that effect in any of the Acts, we 

venture to submit that there is no ground for issuing. 

Ae writ. 

We will now consider the charter recently granted' 
to Bombay. This charter contains a clause on 
which the whole question turns, and but for which 
there would be no ground of argument. The clause 
nma thus : ^^ That the said Chief Justice and the 
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182Q. '^ said puisne Justices shall, severally and respec* 
'^ ' " tively, be, and they are, all and every of them, 

the Justicen " hereby appointed to be Justices and conservators 
SupremeCourt " ^^ *^^ peace, and coroners, within and throughout 

o^^J^Jcature « the settlement of Bombay, and the town and 
'' island of Bombay, and the limits thereof and the 
" factories subordinate thereto, and all the territories 
" which now are, or hereafter may be, subject to 
" or dependent upon the Government of Bombay 
** aforesaid, and to have ^xxch jurisdiction and autho- 
" rity as our Justices of our Court of King s Bench 
" have and may lawfully exercise within that part 
" of Great Britain called England, as far ascircum* 
" stances will admit." Now, is it possible to con- 
strue this section otherwise than as saying that they 
are to be Justices and conservators of the peace 
throughout the Presidency of Bombay, and to have 
such jurisdiction and authority secundum subjectam 
materiam ? that is, as such Justices and conservators 
of the peace as the Justices of the King's Bench, 
who we know are Justices of the peace, have and 
may exercise in that character throughout the whole 
realm of England, as far as circumstances will admit. 
Unquestionably, the Judges of the Supreme Court 
are so with respect to all British subjects through- 
out the provinces ; and as such, the jurisdiction 
they have is of the nature of the jurisdiction which 
is possessed by the Judges of the King s Bench 
when acting as Justices and conservators of the 
peace. 

It is insisted, however, that by this clause all the 
powers of the Court of King's Bench in England 
are granted to the Supreme Court at Bombay, not 
merely throughout the settlement of Bombay, but 
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throughout the territories subject to the Presidency i'829. 
of Bombay, unlimited in any manner whatever with j^ ^^ 
respect to persons ; and that the Court of King's the Josticss 
Bench has authority to issue such a writ to any part SupremeOiurt 
of the provinces subject to the diiferent Presidencies ^[^^^^I^ 
of India ; a position into which it is not necessary 
to enter at large, but which, we apprehend, is founded 
upon an expression in one of Lord Mansfield's judg- Cowle'sCase, 
ments, in which he mentions " the plantations." In p. 856. 
that very judgment, however, his Lordship says he 
does not recollect or know of any instance of a writ 
of habeas corpus having been issued to such domi- 
nions. Applications, he says, had been made to this 
Board upon the subject, and we all know that this 
Board has a general superintendence in matter of 
law over the colonies. If, therefore, an affidavit 
should be laid, before the court, in which some in- 
dividual was bold enough to swear to circumstances 
giving a primd facie jurisdiction to it, according to 
the doctrine contended for, an individual imprisoned 
at the foot of the Himmalayah Mountains must be 
brought from thence to the Court of King's Bench 
at Westminster, provided that the Court of King's 
Bench should think fit to issue a writ. It is said 
that the court possessed this power, and it was exer- 
cised when Calais was in the possession of this 
country. Of that there is no doubt. Calais sent 
members to Parliament, and at one period the law 
of England prevailed there. It is not necessary, 
however, to enter into this question. 

We understand that a learned dissertation was made 
in the courts below, founded on the doctrines of Lord 
Hale, in which a distinction is made between the Jwr/i 
summi imperii and the jura mixti imperii or potestas 
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1820. jurisdictionis*; and it was contended that though the 
In re Supreme Court has no jurisdiction in the ordinary 

the Justicw sense of that word, that is no civil jurisdiction over 
SupremeCoturt natives ; that it has not criminal jurisdiction ; that it 

ttfiJiSLy? has not equitable jurisdiction, that it has not eccle- 
siastical jurisdiction; that it has not Admiralty juris- 
diction, yet that it has a potestas to be exercised 
over all the subjects of the Kingf. Now it is 
remarkable, that in almost every part of this charter 
but that now under consideration, the words " power, 
^^ jurisdiction, and authority " are to be found ; but 
in this particular clause the word " power " is not 
found. It is very singular, that where so much \& 
built upon the term power, as distinct from jurisdic* 
tion, the word expressing power should not be to 
be found. But what is jurisdiction as distinguished 
from power ? and what jurisdiction is this which is 
meant to be exercised ? In the Pandects, lib. ii. 
tit. 1 , the nature of jurisdiction is fully discussed, 

♦ Hale's Analysis of the Civil Part of the Law of England, 
section 6th. 

t Sir Peter Grant, in his judgment in the court below, after 
mentioning the distinction drawn by Lord Hale between the 
jura summi imperii and jura mixti imperii^ proceeded to state 
Lord Coke's description of the Court of King's Bench, 4th Inrtit. 
c^. 7 ; and observed, « The third description of power possessed 
" by this court has reference to the supreme ministerial autho- 
** rity which is lodged in it, altogether separate and distinct from 
« iU judicial jdrisdiction, or the power it exercises in the trying 
" of cmtsea, whether in the first instance, or by way of appeal : 
" being a sovereign ;»o<es^<w inq>erii, expressly described by Lord 
« Coke as a power to correct errors and misdemeanors judicial ; 
" not by the way of trying, hearing, and determining, as in pleas 
** of the Crown, but by issuing the prerogative and mandatory 
« writs of the Crown ; as of habeas corpus, prohiiUumy mandamusp 
« and by bailing any person for any offence whatsoevec** 
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and one of the commentators gives a definition of 1829* 
it in a single line, •* Jurisdictio ea est notio quajuri ^"iTiT^ 

tnagistratUS COmpetit *." the Justice* 

It is said that the Supreme Courts are Courts of Supreme Court 
King's Bench, with all the authority of the King's ^*/£l^7 
Bench. In Wales the jurisdiction to the Court of 
Great Sessions is given by the 34th and 35th of 
Henry- VIII. c. 28, nearly in the same words. They 
have been introduced too into the charters of the 
Courts of almost all his Majesty's colonies, and are, 
indeed, a general formula, of which the most exten- 
sive import must be qualified by the specific pro* 
vision by which it is accompanied. 

It is worth while to observe also, that a clause Sec. 4. 
of a similar description is to be found in the charter 
given to the Supreme Court at Fort William ; and 
that clause is taken from a clause in the charter of 
the 26th George IL page 446, of the charters of the 
Company, and which ordains, directs, establishes 
and appoints, that ** the Governor or President and 
** Council of Fort William in Bengal for the time 
** being, shall be Jujstices of the peace, and have 
^* power to act as Justices of the peace, and as Com^ 
" missionersof Oyerand Terminer and general Gaol 
** Delivery ; and that they, or any three or more of 
^* them (whereof the Governor or President, or in 
'^ his absence the senior of the Council then residing 
** at Fort William aforesaid, to be one) shall and 
" may hold sessions of the peace, and of Oyer and 

* Cujacii paratitla in Pandecta, lib. 2, tit. 1 : Jurisdictionii 
proprie notio est quae jure magistratiis competit, qus enim man- 
data a magistratu, aut a lege specialiter magistratui delegata est, 
non jure sue competit ; officio quidem magistrat{i8/ continetur 

I juriadictione non continetur. 



48 CASES ARGUED AND DETERMINED 

1829. " Terminer and Gaol Delivery respectively, in and 
for the said town or factory of Calcutta, at Fort 



Tn T« 

the Justice* *' William in Bengal, and other the factories sub- 
Supreme Coart " ordinate thereto, and do all such other acts as 
ofJodicature « Justices of the peace and Commissioners of Oyer 

at BomiMij. * •' 

** and Terminer and Gaol Delivery, with such pow- 
'^ ers, jurisdictions, and authorities, and under such 
" regulations and restrictions, as are hereidbefore 
'^ given, granted, limited, and appointed, concerning 
" Justices of the peace and Commissioners of Oyer 
" and Terminer and Gaol Delivery for the said town 
" of Madraspatnam/' The clause respecting Madras 
is found at page 430, and is in these words : " We 
" do give and grant unto the said Company and 
" their successors, and do by these presents will, 
" ordain, establish, and appoint, that the Governor 
" or President and Council of Fort Saint Geoi^ 
" aforesaid for the time being, shall be Justices of 
" the peace, and have power to act as Justices of 
^* the peace in and for the said town of Madras- 
" patnam, and in and for Fort Saint George, Fort 
" Saint David, Vizapatam, the factories on the 
*• coast of Sumatra, and all other the factories 
" subordinate to Fort Saint George aforesaid, in 
^' the same or the like manner, and with the same 
" or the like power, as Justices of the peace consti- 
** tuted by any commission or letters patent under 
** our great seal of Great Britain, for any county, 
" city, or town-corporate in that part of our said 
'^ kingdom called England, do or may exercise such 
" office." It was right, when a Supreme Court was 
constituted, that the Judges of that court should 
also be declared to be Justices and conservators of 
the peace throughout the whole extetit in which they 
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had occasion to act at all, either in their ordinary i820. 
jurisdiction, or their more extended jurisdiction ; and '^ " 
it was then natural, that instead of giving to the the Jusdov 
Judges a jurisdiction assimilated to that of Justices suprenMBCoait 
of the peace by their commission, they should have ofJudic«tu» 
a power as conservators and Justices of the peace, 
of the nature possessed by the Judges of the Court 
of King's Bench, and such appears to be the mani- 
fest intention of this section. 

It has been, too, contended on the other side, that 
the Supreme Court h&s the power of issuing all the 
mandatory writs of the Crown to all the courts, of 
whatever description, within the territories subject 
to the Presidency of Bombay. If that power existed 
under the former general clause, why does the 
charter proceed, after establishing Courts of Request 
and Quarter Sessions, '^ to grant and ordain that all 
*^ the said Courts, and Justices and other Magistrates 
*^ appointed for the town and island of Bombay, 
'^ and the factories subordinate thereto, shall be 
*^ subject to the order and control of the Supreme 
** Court of Judicature, in such sort, manner and 
'^ form, as the inferior courts and magistrates of 
'^ England are by law subject to the order and con- 
*^ trol of our Court of King's Bench ; to which end 
'^ the said Supreme Court is empowered and au- 
** thorized to award and issue a writ or writs of 
" mandamus, certiararif procedendoy or evTOT." Where 
was the use of this clause, giving the court this 
jurisdiction with respect to certain courts to be 
erected within the local limits of Bombay, if it had 
a general jurisdiction over every court established 
within the limits of the territories subject to the 
Presidency. The Court indeed had a further juris- 
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tB». diction in its character of a Court of Oyer and 
^^I^'' Terminer. 

^ Ja8tic«s In the statute of 33 Geo. III., chap. 52, which 
SapremeConit "^^^ ^^^ Charter Act preceding the last, a power is 

atfimba "^ given to the Governor General of Bengal to issue 
commissions of the peace in his Majesty's name, 
and to appoint Justices of the peace for the Province 
and Presidtticy, island, town and factory of Bombay, 
and the places belonging or subordinate thereto : 
and a clause is added, (sec. 153) declaring *' that 
• ^ all convictions, judgments, orders, and other pro- 
'' ceedings, which shall be had, made, or pronounced 
" by or before any Justice or Justices of the peace 
" within any of the British settlements or territories 
^* in India, out of the court of Oyer and Terminer 
?* within and for the same, shall and may be re- 
" moved by writ of certiorari into the court of Oyer 
<* and Terminer and Gaol Delivery, of and from the 
V same Presidency, at the instance of any of the 
** parties thereby affected or aggrieved." 

A isimilar provision is also made with respect to 
convictions before the zillah magistrates, by the 53d 
of the late King, in cap. 155, sec. 105, by which 
a power of removing them by certiorari is given in 
the court of Oyer and Terminer of the Presidency. 
Now it is a maxim, that where the power of issuing 
the writ of certiorari is not expressly taken away, it 
exists by common law in the Court of King's Bench ; 
and to oust their jurisdiction it must be taken away 
expressly. But here it is not the question of taking it 
away ; but the question is of giving it expressly, and 
whether it would have existed at all unless so given. 
The Judges of the Court of Oyer and Terminer at 
Bombay are the Judges of the Supreme Court : but 
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they do not take this superintending authority 1829. 
over the Zillah Courts qua Supreme Court ; but ^ , 
special authority is given to them for that pur- 4b«Jttsiictt 
pose to issue a certiorari out of the Court of gttprenwCottt 
Oyer and Terminer. This tends strongly to show ^^S^^JJf* 
•that the Supreme Court, as such, does not possess 
•the power which is x^ontended for. 

Lord Tenterden : — 

^^ The conviction of the Justices of the peace may 
**' he removed by certiorari into the Supreme Court 
-*' of tbe Presidency." 

Into the Court of Oyer and Terminer, that court 
l>eing constituted of the same persons. But the au- 
thority is not given to them as Judges of the Su- 
preme Court, but as Justices of Oyer and Termtnet. 
The charter of Bombay does not suppose it con- 
fers an universal criminal jurisdiction, for it consti- 
tutes a court of Oyer and Terminer and Gaol 
Delivery, to enable the court to exercise criminal 
Jurisdiction. The power of civil jurisdiction is given 
specifically : — The persons to be subject to the juris- 
diction are specifically pointed out. A general juris- 
diction over the Provinces cim never be supposed to be 
^ven unqualified,' and with all the privileges and pre- 
rogatives of the Court of King's Bench. The Supreme 
Court is a civil court and a x)ourt of equity ; and 
according^ to the rules of construction applied on the 
other side you give all, and then you give a portion : 
you -give all the jurisdiction; you give as it were *he 
whole estate, and then you dole out in detail these 
little beneficial legacies. Those who have already 
obtained the whole, are to have, under this rule of 
construction, something less than the whole« 

s 2 
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1829. by the Supreme Court. At Bombay, the numerous 
lb ra regulations concerning the Courts of Justice have 
^jastices with great labour and care been lately reviewed, 
SapremeCoort smd formed into a code. This code was published 
^It^^i^ in 1 827, and clearly shows that as much pains have 
been taken for the protection of the subject, to enable 
him to obtaifi redress from any injury which he may 
arustain from Provincial Courts or Magistrates in 
tiie territories of Bombay, as in any part of his 
Majesty's dominions. With respect to the improper 
detention of persons, there are particular regula- 
tions, all which the Magistrates are bound by their 
oaths to carry into execution ; and if they act cor- 
Buptly they are subject to be proceeded against in 
the Supreme Court, for which there is a special 
provision by statute. In Regulation XII; the man- 
ner in which the senior Magistrate is to superintend 
ail subordinate officers is pointed out, and by 
Regulation XIII, the Judge is bound to visit all 
the gaols, for the piupose- of ascertaining whether 
persons are unlawfully detained there ; he is to visit 
both the crimmal and civil gaols, to notice to the 
officer concerned erroneous judgments, and to for^ 
ward cases, if necessary, to the Suddur Foujdaree 
Adawlut for revised decision. 

It is not intended to say that a man who is m the 
service of the Company as an officer of a Provincial 
Court is therefore exempted from the jurisdiction of 
the Supreme Courts in matters where he acts as an 
individual : but it is declared, that if he detains any 
person by the orders of the Provincial Court he is 
subject to no action for such an act, nor is the Judge 
subject to an action. The only proceeding against 
him in the Supreme Court is by information, in case 
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of corraption. When a person is detained under tlie 1 8 W. 
orders of the tourts in the Provinces the Supreme j„ ^ 
Court cannot order such person to be brought up for tu ^^f^M 
the purpose of investigating his case. That court SopremeCoutt 
has ao such superintending jurisdiction, over the ^^/j^JS^ 
courts in the Provinces as that which Lord Coke in 
his fourth Institute states the Court of KihgV Bench 
to possess, by virtue of which it superintends and 
restrains the excesses of all the inferior jurisdictions 
of the country. Such, an authority has not been 
given to the &ipreme Court, and consequently the 
issuing of the writ of Aa6efl»co/?pM* in the cases meur 
tioned in the petition were illegjal '^xits. 

M!r, Denman^ in reply : — 

The Supreme Court at Bombay is made a Court 
of Oyer and Terminer, it has also the jurisdiction 
of the^ Court of King's Btoch in England, and it 
is as incident to diat court that the present power is 
claimed. 

It has eiqpress power over the Court of Requests^ 
and the Court of Quarter Sessions, " to issue writs 
'' of mandamus J certiorari^ procedendo^ or error, and 
" to punish any contempt thereof,, or wilful dis- 
" obedience thereunto, by fine and imprisonment/** 
Now the question is asked, why the charter should 
give these particulars if they were already included 
in the general grant. Is this, then, the first time 
that in all the rolls of English Acts of Parliameat 
an unnecessary power can be shown, to ha^^e^ been: 
created, or express terms to have been used; where^ 
they were superseded by clear implication, or that 
the figure of speech called tautology can be detected* 

B4 
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1820. Unless the argument is pushed to that extent it is 
j^ ^ plainly worth nothing ; and that it cannot be fairly 
the Josdces pushed to that extent the experience of every session 
SopremeCoart demonstrates. 

^ii^S^ But if this clause proves any thing it proves a 
great deal too much. The only writs enumerated in 
it are those of mandamus, certiorari, procedendo, and 
error. There is no mention of habeas corpus in this 
charter ; yet it is stated on all hands that writs of 
habeas corpus have constantly issued; and if not, 
the certiorari for removing convictions and orders 
of Magistrates would be of little value. Why set 
aside the judgment against a man who has been 
convicted by a Justice, if the man is himself to 
remain in gaol, and the writ of habeas corpus cannot 
rescue him ? 

It is admitted that within Fort William in Ben- 
gal the Supreme Court of Calcutta is authorized to 
issue writs of habeas corpus; therefore within the 
territories of Bombay, as described in the 4th of 
his present Majesty, the same power must exist in 
this Supreme Court. 

It is to be a court for all '' the town and island 
" of Bombay, and the limits thereof, and the fac- 
" tories subordinate thereto, and within the factories 
" which now are, or hereafter may be, subject to cfr 
" dependent upon ; " with such powers as are given 
" within Fort William in Bengal aforesaid, or the 
" places subject to, or dependent upon, the Govem- 
" ment thereof." 

Thus appointed, they form a Supreme Court, 
which is " to have such jurisdiction and authority 
" as our Justices of our Court of King's Bench 
" have and may lawfully exercise within that part 
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" of Great Britain called England, as far as circum- 1829. 
" stances will admit." Here is a court with all the . 

xn ro 

powers which the Court of King's Bench possesses the Justices 
in this country. Then where is the exception which suprcmeCourt 
is to prevent its jurisdiction from attaching in any *^^'^!^^^'* 
particular case ? We find it affecting actions, suits 
and indictments : as affecting criminal informations, 
writs of habeas corpusy and the other high preroga- 
tive writs, it is no where to be found. 

The single decision of Sir Thomas Strange has 
no relation to our question. A person that was not 
within the jurisdiction of the court at Madras had 
been actually brought within it by a fraudulent 
process of law. 

The Chief Justice there decided, " That as where i Straoge's 
" a native has been brought for some purpose to p/135! *'* ' 
**. Madras by Government, against his will, and a 
'^ third party, not concerned in bringing him here, 
'^ attempts to take advantage of his being within 
" the limits, to hold him to the jurisdiction, it seems 
" to be agreed it is not to be permitted ; much less 
** ought it to be so in a case, where they were 
'' brought here, in their necessary defence against 
" the injurious act of the plaintiff, of the conse- 
" quences of which he would now take advantage 
" to fix them, contrary to the maxim that no man 
" should take advantage of his own wrong." 

The whole effect, then, of the only case cited is 
this ; that in a civil suit between individuals, where 
the defendant was clearly not within the jurisdic- 
tion, unless the plaintiff's fraudulent proceeding 
brought him within it, such a proceeding should 
not enure to the benefit of the wrong-doer and the 
prejudice of the party wronged. 
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1820. It is truly stated, that no clause has expressly 

Id re given the power of issuing mandatory writs ;^ but ad 
the Justices the existence of that power is unquestionable, since 
SupremeCkMiit it has been always exercised, and can be traced to 
Bt^BOTQbay'* ^^ origin but the erection of a Supreme Court with 
all the functions of the English King's Bench, we 
have here another proof, that the words erecting it 
are more than a mere formula, and have received 
their fnll effect. The statute of the 2 1st Geo. IIL 
is said to have made a difference not easily com- 
prehended ; for if its object really was to prevent 
the 13th Geo. III. from having so extensive an 
operation, the change would have been brought 
about by a plain enactment. 

No judgment was delivered in th^ case, but the 
report of the Privy Council, which was affirmed by 
His Majesty, was,^ 

" That die writs of habeas corjms were improperly 
^ issued in the two eases referred to in the said 
** petitiour 

" That the Supreme Court has no power or 
** authority to issue dr writ of habeas corpus except 
''' when directed either to a person resident within 
*^ those local limks wherein such court has a gene- 
** ral jurisdiction, or to a person out of such, local 
" limits, who is personally subject to the dvil and 
•* criminal jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. 

" That the Supreme Court has no power or 
•* authority to issue a writ of habeas^ corpus to the 
** gaoler or officer of a native court as such officer, 
•* the Supreme Court having no power to discharge 
^ persons imprisoned under the authority of a na- 
" tive court. 
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" That the Supreme Court is bound to notice the i820. 
** jurisdiction of the Native Courts without having ^' 
^^ the same specially set f(Mth in the return to a writ the Justices 
" oi habeas corpus:' Saprl^Court 

or Judicature 



NOTE. 

Before thii» decision had been pronounced, the Supreme Court 
at Bombay had closed under the following circumstances. No 
return having been made on the loth of October i8q8 to the 
writ of o/ioff habeas corpus directed to Pandoorung Ramchunder, 
a pluries habeas corpus was ordered to issue, returnable imme- 
diately, and marked in the penalty of 10,000 rupees. To this 
writ alsa no return was made ; and on the 23d of February iSag, 
Mr. Justice Grant ordered an attachment to issue against Pan- 
doorungt and that it should be directed to the Governor and 
Council, in order that they might execute it by such person or 
persons as^they might depute for that purpose ; he also directed 
a letter to be sent at the same time to the secretary of Govern- 
ment to* ejq>lain the reasons of the Court acting in this manner, 
and enclosing copies of the affidavits and proceedings in the case. 
Upon the receipt of this letter and writ, the Secretary replied^ 
that it was the intention of the Government to persist in the line 
of conduct expressed in the letter of the 3d of October 1828, 
until they received orders from their superiors in England.- 
After this reply, Mr. Justice Grants on the ist of April 1829, 
declared that the Court had ceased on all its sides, and that he 
would peiibrm none of the functions of a Judge until the Court 
had received an assurance that its authority would be respected,, 
and its^pvocess obeyed, and rendered effectual by the Government 
of the Presidency. Astatic Register^ vol. 28, p. 351, ei seq^ 
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ON APPEAL FROM JERSEY. 

86th June, George Philip Benest - Appellant. 

^iBag/' James PiPON - . - Respondent. 

Jf^J^'^^J^* The respondent, on the 17th of October 1822, 
establish a presented a remonstrance to the Royal Court of 
eiciusive right Jersey, and therein stated that he, as Lord of the Fief 
**^J^'^"8 *T *^^ Seigneurie of Noirmont, and his predecessors, 
situate below enjoyed from time immemorial, and without interrup- 
marMxcept ^^^^ ^^^ cxclusive right to cut the vraic* (seaweed), 
by a grant ^j^^t OTows ou the Tocks Called Lisle Percee, situated 

from the King, . ° .i/./». i .-i n c^ r> ii^ I mi 

or by such long m the said fief, m the parish of St. Brelade: That 
cd^cnjoyment *^^ respondent s ancestors had incurred considerable 
ofitastorive expense to render the access to the said rocks prac- 

himatitleby .•, ,, loii /^amo 

prescription, ticable ; imd that on the 8th day of April 1822, 

The possession George Philip Benest (the appellant) and Mr. James 

consdto^a^ Jaudrou, assisted by several other persons in their 

**^'*t?nmust ^n^pW^ undertook, without any right or justice, to 

be uninter- go with a boat and cut vraic on the said rocks, and 

praceabie, that notwithstanding the representations of the res- 

• *^h^ ulw P^^^^^*> *^d *^^ prohibition he made to them from 

of England, continuing to cut the said vraic, they still persisted 

andThose^o'f* ^^ SO doing till the boat was loaded, and had carried 

France, ^ff j^ much as it could Contain I and he claimed 

jformandy , ' 

and Jersey. damages against the appellant and the said James 
Jandron, to the amount of 400 livres each. 

* The vraic or sea-weed is used in great quantities by the in- 
habitants of Jersey and Guernsey for manure, and also for fuel 
by the poorer classes. 
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The Court thereupon made a provisional order^ 1829, 
granting permission to the respondents to notify to 
the appellant and Jandron that they should desist in 
future from going to the said rocks and appropriating 
the sea-weed. And that they should pay him the 
sum of 400 livres each order money, under a penalty 
of 50 sols, and of all costs, losses, prejudices, and 
damages. 

On the 2nd November 1822, the appellant having 
denied the cutting of any vraic, the property of the 
respondent, an order was made that those who had 
any knowledge of the facts should be summoned. 

After various interlocutory proceedings, the cause 
came on for a final hearing on the 28th of September 
1826, and the evidence of many witnesses was pro- 
duced on both sides. 

The evidence of the witnesses on the part of the 
respondent went to show that the respondent and his 
predecessors had always cut vraic off these rocks, 
and that they claimed a right exclusively so to do ; 
that they had a small house near the beach, where 
they kept their cars and implements for cutting the 
sea- weed ; and that the rocks were situated in a 
small bay, surrounded by respondent's property; and 
that there was no way to them by land except by a 
private road through his estate, which had been kept 
in repair by him and his predecessors, although a 
person might go to them at low water along the 
beach ; but this would, as these witnesses deposed, 
be attended with a great deal of danger. They also 
for the most part, declared they had never seen, 
and some of them that they had never heard of any 
other persons cutting vraic off these rocks than the 
respondent and his predecessors, or his or their 
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1889. servants, or persons to whom they had given leave: 
One of them however declared that a few years ago 
a man of the name of Le Brocq did cut some with- 
out leave, tind that an action was brought i^inst 
him in consequence, but no record of this action 
was produced to the x^ourt, and no account given in 
evidence whether it was abandoned or not * ; and 
another of them deposed that she had seen respon- 
dent's father send away from the rocks a Mr. Abraham 
de Fiellastre and his crew, who came there for the 
purpose of cutting vraic. The respondent also 
produced in evidence two Acts or Judgments of the 
Court of Jersey, one of the loth of October i8og, 
whereby the Court adjudge " that John le Scelleur 
'^^ not having a right to cut vraic off certain rocks, 
^^ called * Fara,' should pay a fine of lo livres to the 
^' attomies of Philip Raoul Lempriere, esq, lord of 
^' the manor of Rozel, for having done so without 
"^^ due permission, and be condemned in costs ;" and 
another Act of Court bearing date the nth of May 
1819, whereby John Helier deSt. Croix, gentleman, 
was condemned to pay the sum of 20 livres, by way 
of damages, to Peter David Frebout, esquire, and to 
pay the costs of the action, for having cut vraic off 
certain rocks, called the '^ Saleurs ; the said Mr. 
^' Frebout having proved the said rocks to have been 
*^ his property, and that the said J. H. de St. Croix 
^ had been to cut vraic there without any right 



* It was stated in a note to Re^ndent's case that tlie acticm 
was not followed up in consequence of the death of the Lord of 
the Manor, and his son and heir being then abroad in his Ma- 
jesty's service, but it did net appear that this fact had ever beea 
given in evidence to the Court below. 
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The evidence of the witnesses on the part of the 1829. 
-appellant was, in general, that they had frequently 
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cut yraic off these rocks, and, in many cases, without _^ v. 
any leave, and without opposition, although the re- 
spondent or his predecessors were present at the 
time ; some of them, however, deposed, that opposi- 
tion had been made to their cutting, and they had 
desisted in consequence ; others, that in spite of 
the opposition they had continued to cut vraic, and 
no action had been brought against them, and in 
particular, the before-mentioned Mr. Abraham de 
Fiellastre deposed that he had loaded his boat with 
vraic from these rocks, although the Respondent's 
father had come up to him and told him the vraic 
was his (respondent's father's) property, and would 
bring an action against him. but that no action had 
ever been brought The respondent also produced 
the report bearing date the 26th of October, 1815, 
of the Royal Commissioners sent to the Island of 
Ouemsey, in the year 1 8 1 5, to decide several matters 
therein mentioned, and amongst others, a case found- 
ed on the petition or doleance of Eleazar le Marchant, 
stating that he was lessee, by virtue of a lease 
granted to him by his Majesty of the Island and 
Royal Warren of Lihou, of the coast of the said 
Island of Guernsey, for a long term of years, and 
complaining that certain inhabitants of the Island of 
Guernsey claimed to have and exercise the right 
not only of cutting vraic {which right was admitted 
by him), but also of spreading and drying it over the 
whole of the said Island of Lihou (which right was 
iienied by him) ; and his Majesty's Commissioners, 
in this report adjudged and determined that the 
Defendants in the several suits to which the said 
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1829. petition or doleance related, were not guilty of the 
trespasses therein mentioned, and that the inhabit- 
ants of Guernsey had a right to spread and dry the 
vraic. 

The sentence of the Court was, that the appellant 
having admitted that James Jandron was in his ser- 
vice on the occasion in question, that the said James 
Jandron should be discharged from the action ; after 
which, the Court confirmed the said provisional 
order against the appellant, except as to the da- 
mages, which were reduced to twenty livres order 
money; and, moreover, the appellant was con- 
demned to pay the costs of the action incurred as 
against himself, and also as against James Jandron, 
(but leave was given him to appeal to the King in 
Council). 

William Brougham^ for the Appellant : — 

The appellant in this case claims a right in the 
nature of a servitude, or, as we call it, an easement 
of cutting the vraic growing on the rocks of Lisle 
Perc^e. This he claims as an inhabitant of Jersey, 
because by the common law of that Island all the 
inhabitants of it have the right to cut vraic on the 
rocks situate on its coasts, and because they have 
constantly exercised that right on these particular 
rocks without interruption, or at any rate without 
such continued interruption as is absolutely neces- 
sary to give to an individual a title by prescription 
in opposition to the general right. Forty years un- 
disturbed possession is required by the law of 
Jersey to give a perfect title by prescription to all 
real property, excepting servitudes, to which not 
even loo years enjoyment will give a right« '' Les 
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** persoones qui ont possed^ un immeuble paisible- ^^ 
'' ment, et sans interruption 40 ans, ou au d^lk ne 
*^ pounont itre inquidt^^ ni molest^s k Y^gsLtd de la 
*^ propri^t^ dans la chose possed^e, la possession qua* 
** . draginadredonnant un droit parfait, et incontestable 
'^ selonFancienne constitution del'isleyexcept^ ennia- 
'^ tiere de servitude, laquelle ne pent s'acquerir par 
'^ la prescription, f(itelle centenaire, mais donton peut 
*' se liberer, ou acquerir la liberty par prescriptioo, 
** c'est k dire, lorsque laservitude n'a point 6t6 exercee 
^* pendant 40 ans/' Jersejf Code^ p. 223*. The sort of 
possession which is required to constitute a title by 
prescription is thus described by Basnage in his 
Conunentaries . on the old Norman Law, which is 
the law of Jersey : " II faut que cette possession ait 
" 6t6 paisible sans trouble, et sans proc^, car pour 
** pr^scrire ce n*est pas assez d'avoir joui, il faut, que 
<' la possession n'ait point ett interrompue, et qu'elle 
'< ait ht£ contbuelle.'' Basnage, TU. de pracriptian^ 
art. 521. In this case the evidence clearly shows 
that the exclusive right, which the respondent claims, 
has been constantly opposed, and interrupted. The 
▼reie laws prove the common right of the inhabit- 
ants to the vraic, for they direct the distribution of 
it amongst all of them in fixed proportions. And 



^ In the year 1771 a Code was fbnned from the old laws and 
customs of die idand of Jersey, and approYed of by an order of 
the King in Council, of the 38th of March in that year, which 
also ordered it to l^e entered upon the register of the islands ; 
and his Majesty declared that dl other political and written laws 
theretofore made in the said island, and not included in the said 
code, and notiiaving the royal assent and confirmation, should 
be Irom thenceforwiurd of no force and validity. This code was 
priated in a small duodecimo volume in 1771. 

F 
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1829*^ although there is an exception to particiilar 
fisheries and lands in the nth Section of the htst 
Act^y yet, prhnd Jack all the vraic growing 
round the Island belongs to the Pablic, and is 8o 
treated by these Acts. To come within this 
exception the respondent must make out his title, 
either by prescription, in which he has £uled, or by 
deed or grant, which he has not even attempted 
to do. 

Denmanj (K. C.) and Pennington, for the Re- 
spondent : — 

The respondent only instituted the action, from 
which this is an appeal, in order to suppcnrt those 
family manorial rights, which it is the duty of evetj 
head of a family to uphold, and which have by his 
femily been both long, and uninterruptedly enjoyed. 
We deny that what is here contended fior is an ease- 
ment. An easement must be in alieno 96b. The 
respcmdent is Lord of the Mailor, and as such we 
must presume that both the vesfura temuy and the 
land itself, belong to him. Forty years posaessicm 
will therefore, according to the law of the Island, 
give him a clear title. It is proved that he and Jhis 
ancestors have constantly cut and carried away this 
sea-weed. The rocks on which it grows are situate 

* An order of the King in Counei] of the 11th of February 
1629, confined the regulations touching "La Coupe, La Ptehe, 
et Le Partage du Vraic/' approved of by the States of Jersey 
oh the 11th of December 18289 cmd which repeal the Ibrmer 
regulations on that head, contained in the code of 1771, p. 330; 
the 11th sect, of the last Act is, "Cette lol n'est point e«- 
" tendue deroger aux Droits, qui peuvent cxister d VegBoeA dc 
** quelques p^cheries particuli^res, ni aux droits de quelquefr 
** Seigneurs particulArs." 
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close ix>, and are ^Imbs^t surrounded by his property. I829, 
The aaly practicable way tb them is through his 
estate, by his own private road, which has never 
been interfered with by the public officers^ who 
are very strict in the perfonnance of their duties 
of surveying the highways of the Island. All 
persons therefore, who came upon that road, or 
carried away vraic without his or his aitcestors- 
permission, were trespassers; and an established 
right will not be done away with by occasional 
trespasses, especially when the trespassers Hre 
prosecuted, as was done in the case of Le Brocq ; 
the action against whom was dropped only on 
account of the death of the Lord who instituted 
it, and the absence of his son from the Islands 
A l^itimate interruption alone could have de- 
feated his title, Co. Litt. 113, b. These rocks too 
are clearly included in the 11th sect, of the last 
Act. The Court in Jersey did not ccfme to their 
decision until after great deliberation. The Judges 
in that Court were better acquainted with the 
situation of the property and the usages of the 
Island, with respect to the gathering o[ the vraic^ 
than this Board can possibly be ; and it i^ to b6 
hoped, therefore, that their judgment will not be 
disturbed. 

Lord Wynford: — 

The rocks where the sea- weed grows, which was 
the subject of the action in the Court of Jersey, are 
covered with the ordinary tides. The sea is the 
property of the King, and so is the land beneath it, s^e BiaiideU 
except such part of that land as is capable of being !'^*^'^d. 
^l8efully occupied without prejudice to navigation, p. ^68, and 

F 2 
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Kinsi?. and of which a subject has either had a grant from 

borougin 3 the King, or has exclusively used for so long a time 
m-'iind^Joti's ^ *^ confer on him a title by prescription : in the 
Afjfieai Cases, latter casc a presumption is raised that the King 
Its/' ^^ either granted him an exclusive right to it, or 

has pemitted him to have possession of it, and to 
employ his money and labour upon it, so as to confer 
upon him a title by occupatioUi the foundation of 
most of the rights to property in land. This is the 
law of England, and the cases referred to prove that 
it is the law of Jersey. In the case of Le Marchant^ 
he claimed the Island of Lihou off the coast of 
Ckiemsey by lease from the King, admitted the 
Tight of the inhabitants of Gu^nsey to cut the sea- 
weed, 'but denied their right to dry it on the Island : 
This was a case of grant from the Crown. In the 
case of Helier de St Croix, the plaintiff claimed 
the n>cks t>n which the sea- weed grew, and sup- 
ported his chdm by evidence : this was a case of 
prescription, in which a lost grant was presumed, 
or a right, supported by long*oontinued occupation. 
This rule of law is derived from a universal prmciple 
of convenience and justice. What never has had a& 
Btink Pw5'*' individual owner belongs to the Sovereign within 
iib.ii,c.a, whose territory it is situated. Whatever any S<»- 
■ii9; Paff^ ^^^%i^ ^^ allowed an individual to possess or 
do^, lib. 4. improve he cannot take from that individual, because 
by thus doing he would take from the occupant the 
value of the labour which he had been permitted to 
expend on the property, and which must far exceed 
the original value of the soil. 

The Islands of Jersey and Guernsey were parts of 
the duchy of Normandy. The laws of Normandy >vere 
introduced into this kingdom by William the Pirst, 
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and superseded the Saxon laws^ which before that ia20. 
period were the laws of England. This circuihstance 
accounts for the laws of England and Jersey bdng 
precisely the same with regard to land that is below 
the ordinary tides, dealing with such land as a part 
of the bottom of the sea, and vesting the original 
right to it in the King. The inhabitants of these 
islands have long been in the habit of using sea- 
weed for manure and for other purposes. There are 
in the boc^ of the Privy Council several Acts of the 
states of Jersey, which recognize the general right 
of the inhabitants of that island to this sea- weed ; for 
they divide it amongst them according to the extent 
of their several farms, and appoint officers to regu* Section utb 
late the allotments of it One indeed of the sections DecMSaS. 
of the last Act proves, that exclusive rights of cutting 
this weed may exist : for it prevents the law from, 
derogating from the rights of particular Pdchmes; 
(as they are called) of the lords of particular manors; 
but as, generally speaking, this sea-weed appertains 
to all the inhabitants of the island, it is for tha 
person who claims an exclusive right to what grows 
on any particular part of the coast^ to establish i^ 
as was done in the cases referred to,; and to show a 
title by grant or prescription.. The Roman law relar 
tive to prescription has been ad(^[>ted into the law of 
Normandy, which {Mrevails in Jersey. We profess 
to act. on the same principles. We say, on the 
authority of the commentators on the civil law,, that 
the right which is to be supported by prescription 
must have existed beyond the memory of man. They i>oM»t Lnt 
have fixed on the term of 30 years as exceeding that ^^j'^^f' 
period. Our law has carried the time of legal 
memory back to the return of Richard L from the 

1^ 3 
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1829. Holy Land. The sort of possession that is required 
to establish a prescription, is the same in the civil 
law, the law of Jersey, and our common law. 
Whoever, indeed, will take the trouble to read 
Bracton, and our other early writors on the common 
law, will be surprised to find the number of 
doctrines they h»ve adopted, and even whole 
passages, that they have transcribed from the civil 
Dmnatiib.!, law. The possession must be maintained without 
kni<^^nK:- ^^^^ 9 ^ ought uot to be a secret or precarious pos- 
tou,fob.53& session; it must be a ** passessio UmgOj amtinua 
^* etpacijicay nee sit legUima i$UerruptioJ^ Lord Coke 
has translated from Bracton the three first words 
of this passage in his description of the possession 
necessary to support a prescription, by saying it 
Co.liu.ii3,b. must be ** lon^ continued and peaceable." This is 
precisely what is said of prescription by. the com- 
mentator on the laws of Normandy, which are those 
of Jersey. The Code Napoleon makes use of nearly 
the same expressions on this subject"*. We agree 
with the counsel for the req>ondents that a claim is 
not interrupted by trespasses, if the trespassers are 
not known to the claimant ; but if the supposed 
trespassers are known, if the supposed trespasses 
frequently happen, and no legal proceedings are 
instituted in consequence of them, they then become 
the ** kgitinuB interruptUmcM ^ which &ucton speaks 
of, and are converted into assertions of right. 

There are many witnesses who speak to the weed 
being cut from the rocks in the presence of the 

• «Code Civfl, Kv. 3, tit. so, article st, 99, Four poairoir 
** prescrire il faut une possession contiiiue, et non iiiternw»|Njie 
** paisible, publique, et a Utre de proprietaire." 
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respondeat, hifl family, and his servants. It is proved i829. 
that parties were ordered to desist from so cutting it; 
that the parties conUnued to do so, and that no 
action was brought. In some cases acticms were 
threatened, but the threats were not followed up. In 
one case, we are told, an acticm was commenced 
against a man of the name of Le Brocq ; but it does 
not appear to have been persisted in, and we have 
no account given ns in the evidence of the reasons 
why it was given up. The respondent's counsel have 
indeed told us it was not carried on, because the 
gentleman who brought it died before it came to 
a hearing, and his son and heir was absent from the 
island. This would have been a good explanation, 
but no proof whatever of it is laid before us. The 
respondent has scarcely any evidenae to support his 
claim ; and much, that ought not to have been re- 
ceived, was admitted, and acted upon by the court 
below. Witnesses were even permitted to say that 
the respondent believed he had an exclusive right to 
the weed which grew on these rocks, and that they 
had heard persons say, he had that right. The belief 
of the respondent in the justice of his claim cannot 
be attended to ; by admitting it as evidence you in 
eflfect make him the judge of his own case. What 
has been said by other persons can in no case be 
proved without showing, who these persons were, 
and that they are dead. If the persons can be 
called, whose accounts are to be spoken to, they 
should be called, and give their accounts on oath. 
Hearsay evidence is never received but from 
necessity. We are therefore of opinion that this 
judgment should be set aside ; but we do not, how- 
ever, mean to establish the right of Mr. Benest 

F4 
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1820. without further inquiry. It does not appear, in this 
case, whether the vraic growing on these rocks was 
ever allotted for the use of the inhabitants by the 
proper authorities of the island : it never seems to 
have occurred to the court below, that any inquiry 
as to this ^circumstance was material. We think it 
most material. If it has been allotted, it will be 
decisive against the respondent's claim; If it has 
not, some reason may be discovered why it has not 
been so, otherwise the neglect to allot it will give 
colour to the respondent's claim. 

Judgment of court Below reversed. 
Costs, if any had been paid, to be returned, and 
a new trial directed. 
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ON APPEAL FROM THE ISLE OF MAN. 

William Henry Blackford, andI 

Margaret Susan his Wife, I a,1^iu^^. 

gEIeiress-at-law of Thomas Heniy f ^^'^'^"^*- 
kinner, deceased) . . - 
And 

Catherine Christian - - Respondent.* aoUi June, 

3dJa*y» 
^ HIS was an appeal from a Decree of the Court of Jl?^ 

Chancery of the Isle of Man, of the 6th of March Deeds set 

1828, and also from certain prelimmary orders made ^^*^***" 

m the same cause. The suit was instituted for the T^^J^ . 

purpose of setting aside two deeds of the 10th of bj imposition 

August and the 3rd of September 1818, on the STowSir 

ground that the Rev. William Fitzsimmbns, the 

grantor in both of them, was of unsound mind at weakness of 

the time that he executed them, and that they were j^J^i^J *^ 

obtained from him by fraud and undue means. "^^^ ^ ^ 

Mr. Fitzsimmons had, in the year 1816, conveyed dfj a commis- 

all his estate at Glenroy to Matthew KeUy upon P^S"^' 

certain trusts, under which his niece Elizabeth takenadran- 

Banks claimed a life-estate. This conveyance con- con the e^^ 

tained a power of revocation, and was retained by SSST^^be 

Fitzsimmons in his own possession ; it was alleged '"^^^ 

too to have been burnt or destroyed by him ; soon, setting ^t 

however, after the execution of the deeds of August ^•^^ *^•• 

and September 1818, by which he conveyed the ^"*!!« , 

,_%_. 1 11 Chanoellorof 

whole of his real property to persons under whom the isle of 
the appellants claimed, and who were no relations to fr[lj^*^^ 
him, Mrs. Banks filed a bill for the purpose of ^»««n«™b«» 

. ,, -1 .r J ofthehouseof 

setting them aside on the same grounds as were Keys chosen 

b J the parties, 
he is not bound by their decisioii| but may again refer the case to ux other 
members of hb own selection. 

* Ex relatione. 
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alleged in the present suit, and also to restrain the 
proceedings in an action which had been commenced 
agamst her by the persons claiming under those 
deeds, in order to obtain possession of the estate at 
Glenroy, which she had till that time occupied by 
virtue of the conveyance of 1816. In this suit she 
was unsuccessfuli both in the Court of Chancery in 
the island, where her bill was dismissed, and in the 
Privy Council, where on appeal the decree of the 
Court below was confirmed. Fitzsimmons died in 
the month of April 1819, having been at the close 
of the previous year found a lunatic by a jury, from 
a time however Subsequent to the execution of the 
deeds of the 10th of August and 3d of September. 
Christian Kelly, who was his heiress*at4aw^ being 
at the time of his death a very old woman, and in 
her dotage, guardians were appointed to her by an 
order of the Court of Chancery, and they, on the 3 1st 
of May 1 822, filed the^bill^ which commenced the pre- 
sent sutt« The respondent became a party to it on 
the death of het mother Christian Kelly by a bill 
of revivor, and Supplement. The original bill charged 
that both the deeds of 1816, under which Mnu 
Banks, and the deeds of i8t8, under which the ap« 
pellants claimed, were void, and prayed that thej 
might be declared so, and that Christian Kelly 
might be put into possession of the lands of Fitzsim- 
mons as his heiress^-law, and that a c<Hninittee of 
the house of Keys might be ordered to inquire into 
the matters of fraud and deceit charged against the 
defendants, according to the Act of Tynwald^ off 
1731*- 



By an Act of Tynwald, of the year 1731, it is enacted, 
with reference to frauds' and deceits complained of by Bill in 
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A committee of mx m^nbers cSiht house of Keys 
was aceordingly appointed, and they. on the 17th 
of February 1 827 r^x>rted *< that no fraud ifas used 
*' or resorted to to obtain the deed of the 10th of 
'* August iS 18.*' Onthe22dof JunetSsy.howerer, 
the lieutenant-Governor, who also acts as Chan- 
cellor, declared that report incomplete, because it 
did not extend to the deed of the 3d of September, 
and the proceedings in the cause were therefore 
remanded to the Commissioners to report '^ whether 
^ Fitzsimmons was at the time of the execution of 
'* the deeds of the loth of August and 3d of Sep- 
^^ tembar i£i8, of sound mind, mmioiy, and UAder- 
^ standing, or how otherwise ; and whether any 
^* fraud or imposition was practised in obtaining 
^ those deeds." Upon this order the Commissioners 
ma4^ ^ second report, ** that it not appearing that 
*' the Rev. William Fitzsimmons was of unsound 
^* mind, memoiy and undanstanding at the period 
*^ of his ececuting the aforesaid deeds of the 10th of 
*' August and 3d of September 1818, they were of 
'^ opinion that no fraud or imposition has been used 
^* or resorted to to obtain the deeds in question." 

On the cause coming on for hearing the Chan- 
cellor declared that this report also was insufficient, 
and not applicable to the terms of the order of the 
asd of June, and he ordered it to be referred to six 
other Commissioners, named by himself, to make the 



1S29. 




Eqnity, *^ that ivliea the defieDdant joins iflsue the Chancellolr, 
** for his better infomuitioii, ahall direct the ezammation of 
^ the matter to six of the twenty-four Keys, by way of com- 
** mission, to inquire into the samei by oath or otherwise, as 
^ the case shall require, and then to make their report of the 
^ whole impartiaUy upon oath.'* 
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same inquiry as was directed by the order of the 
22d of June. Against this last order the appellants 
presented a petition for leave to appeal to the Privy 
Council; this was refused by die Chancellor, a^ 
was also an application by them for further time ; 
and on the 2 1st of Febn:diy the new Commissioners 
made their report. It was, '^ that Fitzsimmons at the 
** time of the execution of the deeds or instruments 
*^ of the loth of August and the 3d of Septembei^ 
** i8t8, was not of sound mind, memory and under- 
*^ standii^, and that imposition was practised in 
*\ obtaining the said deeds.'^ 

The decree made upon this report on the 6th of 
March 1 828 ordered the two deeds to be vacated, 
annulled, and set aside, and that the respondent's 
costs should be taxed, and she should be at liberty 
to apply to the Court in asummary way for the jpay* 
ment of the same. 

The effect of the evidence taken before the Couk 
missioners, and the nature of the deeds, may be col* 
lected frcmi Lord Wynford's judgment. 

Adam (K. C.) and Stuart^ for the Appellants*. 
Knight (K. C.) and Campbell^ for the Re- 
spondent. 

The principal cases referred to in the course of the 
argument were Bennett v. Vakj 2 Atk. 324 ; Evans 
V. Bloodj 3 Brown ParL Cas. 632 ; Mmcr v. Go/t, 
4 Brown Pari. Cas. 230 ; Watt v. Grave, 2 Scho. 
& Lef. 491 ; James v. Greaves, 2 P. Wms. .270-^ 
Willan V. fFiUan, 16 Ves. 72, & 2 Dow, 278; Tai/lar 
V. Obecy 3 Price, 83 ; Osmond v. Htzrot/f 3 P. Wms. 
i2g; Willis v. Jemegan, 2 Atk. 251; Bates v. 
Graves, 2 Ves. jun. 287; Bridgman v. Gften, WiK 
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mot's Notes, 61, & Lord DanegaFs Case, 2 Ves. sen. i820. 

* Blachvobd 

and w^ 

Lord Wynford : — ^ »• 

Chbistuit. 

The law will not assist a man who is capable of 
taking care of his own interest, except in cases 
where he has been imposed upon by deceit, against 
which ordinary prudence could not protect him. If 
a person of ordinary understanding, on whom no 
fraud has been practised, makes an imprudent 
bargain, no court of Justice can release him from it. 
Inadequacy of consideration is not a substantial 
ground for setting aside a conveyance of property ; 
indeed, from the fluctuation in prices, owing prin- 
cipally to the gambling spirit of speculation that~ 
unhappily now prevails, it would be difficult to 
determine what is an inadequate price for anything 
that is sold : at the time of the sale, the buyer 
probably calculates on a rise on the value of the 
article bought, of which he would have the advan- 
tage ; he must not therefore complain if his specu- 
lations are disappointed, and he becomes a loser 
instead of a gainer by his bargain. But those, who 
from imbecility of mind are incapable of taking care 
of themselves, are under the special protection of 
the law. The strongest mind cannot always contend 
with deceit and falsehood ; a bargain, therefore^ into 
which a weak one is drawn under the influence of 
ei&er of these, ought not to be held valid, for the 
law requires that good faith should be observed in 
all transactions between man and man. If this con- 
veyance could be impeached on the ground of 
the imbecility of Fitzsimmons only, a sufficient 
case has not been made out to render it invalid; 
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for the imbecility must be sueh as would justify 
the jury, under a commission of lunacy, in putting 
his property and person under the protection of 
the Chancellor ; but a degree of weakness of 
intellect, far below that which would justify 
such a proceeding, coupled with other circumstances, 
to show that the weakness, such as it was, had been 
taken advantage of, will be sufficient to set aside 
any important deed. This observation will reconcile 
the judgments of Lord Chief Justice Wilmot, in 
Wilmot's Reports, with that in 2 Ves. p. 407. In 
this case almost all the circumstances that have been 
stated in the cases referred to at the bar, and also 
in that of Clarkson v. HamiMf, 2 Peere Williams, 
204, (which has not been mentioned by the counsel 
on either side;) as grounds for setting aside deeds 
are to be found. Fitzsimmons at the time he exe- 
cuted these deeds was of the age of 74 ; his healtk 
was declining, and his mind evidently sympathized 
with his body. The caution, that he observed in the 
conveyance to his niece (for whom, at the time he 
made it, he had a great affecti(»i), had deserted 
him ; he made the deed to his niece revocable, and 
kept it in his own possession. These deeds are 
irrevocable ; he deposited them with Kissack, who 
was no relation to him ; he kept neither copy or 
counterpart of them ; and before the year closed (in 
the August and September of which he executed 
them) he was foimd a lunatic, by an inquest^ 
and in the Spring of the following year he 
died. The attorney who prepared the deeds 
was employed by Skinner, to whom liie estates 
were conveyed by them; they were executed at 
the house of Kissacki a near relation of Skinnei^ 
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and to whom the houses were given on failure 1S29. 
of Skinners issue; no drafts were ever made of blachfors 
the deeda before they were written on parchment : ^^ ^^ 
so that Fitzsimmons had no opportunity of reading Christiait.. 
them over himself, or of having them read over to 
him, or of suggesting any alteration in them before 
they were executed. There is an excellent law in 
the Isle of Man, which requires, that aftear deeds are 
executed the parties should appear before a Magis- 
trate, acknowledge their deeds, and pray to have 
them registered. This law aflfords no protection 
against imposition, if the Magistrate be not entirely 
independent of the parties to the deeds, and uncon- 
nected with the transaction to which they relate. In 
this case the attorney, who as the agent of Skinner 
had prepared the deeds, was also the Magistrate 
before whom the parties acknowledged them. All 
these suspicious circumstances would have been 
sufficient to invalidate the deeds, although the con- 
veying party could not have been proved to be in 
such a state of mental imbecility, as would have 
supported a commission of lunacy. But let us c<Hir 
sider the deeds themselves, and see if any reasonable 
man can say, these are the deeds of a man of sound 
intellect, fairly exercising his mind, uninfluenced by 
fidsehood, and unswayed by deceit. An old man, 
feeble both in body and mind,.separated from all his 
relations, without a friend to advise him, and sur- 
loundftd by those only who were contriving to get 
his fortune, conveys away nearly all that he is 
possessed of to persons not related to him either in 
Uood, or connexion. All his property that he has 
in his own possession, even the house in which he 
livesy js to pass iSrom him to these strangers imme- 
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diately ; all his estate that is in lease is to become the 
property of the same strangers after his death. The 
attomeji who prepared the deeds, knew that it was 
necessary to introduce into them some consideration 
for this grant; he inserted lOO/. as the consideration 
for conveying away property worth i ,400 L Although 
great part of this property was immediately to pass 
to the grantees, the 100 1. was not to be paid to the 
gjantor, but to his executor after his death, without 
any interest being charged on it in the mean time. It 
must have occurred to the attorney, that the 100 1. 
to be paid in the manner, this was to be paid, would 
not be regarded by any court as a l^;al consideration, 
he therefore added the further consideration of 
natural love and affection. This has never been con^ 
sidered as a valid consideration, except where duty 
may be supposed to combine with inclination to give 
effect to it, as in the cases of parents, and children, 
brothers, and sisters, uncles and aunts, nephews and 
nieces. The grantees in this case were not related 
to the grantor in any degree whatever. There is 
not an allegation in either deed that is not substan- 
tially false. The deed of the 10th of August 1818 
recites a deed of the 3rd of November 1817, convey- 
ing part of the estate from one Quayl to Fitzsimmons. 
No such deed was in existence on the 10th of 
August. It was executed afterwards, and dated the 
3rd of November 1817, to make it correspond with 
the recital of it in the deed of the 10th of August 
1818. To combat this proof of fraud the attorney 
first swore that the recited deed was executed in 
November 1817, but he afterwards acknowledged 
that his evidence was not true. The deed of the 
3rd of September 1818, states, that the object of 



BEFORE THE PRIVY COUNCIL. 



81 



that deed was to insert the names of some fields 
which were intended to be conveyed by the forego- 
ing deed, and which had been omitted. A plain man 
would understand from these words that the fields 
had been omitted from inadvertency ; now the fact 
is, that these fields had not on the loth of August 
1818 been conveyed to Fitzsimmons, but the legal 
right to them was in Quayl at that time. Perhaps 
the deed of the 10th of August, if properly made, 
would have assigned the equitable interest which 
Fitzsimmons then had in these fields ; but why 
was not a true account given of the property ? False 
statements are evidence of fraud, even although 
what is falsely stated may be immaterial. The 
parties must have thought it material to make such 
false statements ; for although persons are sometimes 
weak enough to state falsehoods, they are not foolish 
enough to do so except, when they think that they 
may thereby advance their interests. Whenever 
parties are detected in such falsehoods, you have no 
security that anything alleged by them is true. It 
is admitted at the bar that they must be considered 
as voluntary conveyances, and yet you find in one 
of them a clause which is seldom to be found but in 
a conveyance for a full consideration. The grantor 
is made to undertake for the title of the estates 
which he is giving to the grantees. Considering the 
terms on which they were to obtain the estates they 
might have taken them for better for worse without 
any warranty. Deceit and fraud must be inatters of 
proof, and of contradictory proof. The Court, whose 
duty it is to detect fraud, must not be fettered by 
rales.. If it be so fettered fraud will keep out of its 
reach. In this case, however, there is no difficulty : 

G 
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all the facts uaite to fdnn cme consistent bo^ of 
proof of imbecility in one party, and cunning and 
deceit in the others, who were concerned m thi» 
transaction^ 

But it has been insisted that by the law of the 
Isle of Man the Chancellor was obliged to refer this 
case to six members of the House of Keys; that those 
members were to be chosen by the litigant parties ; 
and that after the mei^ers so chosen had made 
tjleir report, the Chancellor was bound to decree 
according to that report^ and could neither make 
a second irefere^ce to other m^nbers of the House of 
Keys, nor select the members,who were to make the 
inquiry. Although the Chaqcellor must sulmiit the 
question to the members of theHouseof Keys, he is not 
bound by the first verdict, but may send it to other 
membersof that house for further inquiry. The Isle of 
M»s^ is so small thpit it must be^ difficult to find an 
unprejudiced juiy. If the court had no pow» te 
direct a new trial property in that island would be 
itisecure. We have had no> evidence of any custom 
which regulates the mode pf choosing the members 
of the Hous^ of Keys who are to assist the Chan- 
cellor. The woids of the Act of T}mewald indicate 
that they are tp be selected^ by the Chancellor. He 
is, for his better information, to direct the examina.- 
tion of the matter to six of the House of Keys by 
way of commissioners. The two first. commissioiiB 
granted in this case were imperfectly executed, aud 
could not be acted oil The last commission fully 
reported on all the facts submitted to them ; tlxa.t 
report satisfied the Chancellor, and it has satisfied 
us. This appeal therefore must be dismisaed, wltb 
costs. 
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ON APPEAL FROM THE CAPE OF GOOD 
HOPE. 

'^OrphM SL'd'* ^^^"f *^!} Appellants, 
versus 

JOHAITNES GysBEHTUS VaW Ke£«-^ 

K£N (who had died since the! 

entry of the appeal), and Samuel S Respondents^ 

Ba YLEY (who had been appoint- 1 g^ ^^ ^^^ 

ed in his stead*) - - .y jy^^^ ^q^q. 

From the year 1799 to the year i8oi, therespon- Petition for 
dent Johannes Gysb'ertus Van Reenen, and John iJ^nofK^*^ 
Frederick Veyll, who were partners under a verbal gj^^'*^'^ 
agreement, supplied the troops at the Cape with fresh Council within 
meat In 1801 they entered into articles of partner* Tea^ to appeal 
ship with each other, and this partnership continued, ^^J^^ ^ 

court below. 

An action is brought ag^st D. as tho execnior, and also as husband 
of the sole heiress, under a will. A few days previously to the final 
sentence in the Court below D.'s wife dies, leaving him by her will joint 
heir, with her children, of her property, and appointing the O. C. guar- 
dians of the children. Both D. and the O. C. (who had not previously 
been parties^ petition the Court below for leaye to appeal, who refuse it to 
the O. C. but grant it to D. Held, that the O. C. haa a right to intervene 
after sentence, for the purpose of appealing, and to prosecute their appeal, 
although the appeal of 1). had been dismissed for non«prosecution. 

If an appeal is dismissed on account of the neglect of the guardians of 
infants to bring it to a decision, the infimts when cbey come of ago 
will have a right to revive it. 

An appellant is not permitted to insist that the judgment against 
which he has appealed is void for want of the parties to the suit in which 
it was made, the objection not having been taken in the Court below. 

Aecounts nuy be opened after a final settlement acquiesced in for five 
years, if circumstances tending to show fraud in one of the accounting par- 
ties are then discovered, and he then agrees to submit them to arbitration. 

Award invalid if one of the parties to the reference dies before it is 
made, unless the heirs of the parties are expressly named in the submis^ 
sbn to arbitration. 

* Ex relatione. 
G 2 
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I82d. with some interruptions, until the 2d of June iSio^ 

PresidenTand ^^^^ ^^^7 ^xecuted to each Other an instrument in 

Members of these terms : " We, the undersigned, acknowledge 

^^ "". ^ '* to have settled and accounted every thing, one 

^^d ^o^e^* " ^^*^ another, and that our partnership in the 

** Government bntcheiy is ended ; and as the first 

** undersigned has no further portion or part therein, 

** we acknowledge that the bond for 13,900 rix dol- 

'' lars is dated one month back on account of 

'^ arrangement, with the interest ; we also mutually 

" promise each other, with respect to our pending 

" suit with Goetz, each to pay his share of the 

" costs, 

(signed) " J. G# Van Reenen. 

" John Frederick YeyUr 

Goetz was a person, admitted for some time ta 
a. share of their partnership and profits, part of 
which he insisted Van Reenen and Veyll un- 
justly withheld from him, and in 1811 his heirs 
recovered from them, by a judgment of the Court of 
Justice in the Colony, between 14,000 and 15,000 
rix dollars. Veyll was the acting partner and sole 
manager at all the places where the business was 
carried on, but during the time of Goetz's suit Van 
Reenen got into his possession all the partnership 
books. 

S" Van^^ In 1815 Van Reenen instituted a suit against 

Beenen Veyll for rcvisiou of the partnership accounts up 

KfeS to the year 1809 inclusive. 

to arbitration. The Court of Justice having by an order of the 
17th of August 1815 referred this case to Commis- 
sioners for amicable settlement, the parties appeared 
before them on the 14th of September, and agreed ta 
refer the accounts to arbitrators ; and on the 18th o^ 
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October they executed a bond, in the presence of 1 82^. 
a Notary, in which they bound themselves at all president and 
times to abide by the award of the arbitrators, and Members of 
consented that the award should be made a rule of ^^ v. 
*l»e Court. v-Sr 

Whilst the arbitrators were examining the account, Death and 
and before they made their award, Veyll died, hav- ^^^^n^n^^y, 
i^S ^y ^^ ^i^^ appointed his sister, who was married sister his 
to a person of the name of Durr, sole and universal husUnd his 
iieiress of all his property, and Durr her husband '®*®*^"^®'^* 
ills executor. disoated. 

Durr could not obtain for three years administra- Orders of the 
tion to this will, which was disputed: and during peal directing 
the pendency of this dispute he declined attending ^J^S^d 
the arbitrators, and protested against their taking againrescind- 
the accounts. The Court of Appeal in the colony, SSon? 
Botwithstandiag this protest, by an order of the 
.15th of September 1818, directed the arbitrators to 
proceed ; but on the 28th of December in the same 
year the same Court by another order rescinded 
their former order, and remitted the case to the 
Court of Justice. The reasons for these contradic- 
toiy decii^ons were not stated in either the appel* 
lants or the respondents cases. 

On the 19th of January 1819 the arbitrators Award of the 
awarded that there was due from the estate of Action com- 
Veyll the sum of 116,454 rix dollars, 5^., 3f, and on ^^"^^3;^" 
the 21st of the same month exhibited their award to burr's plea 
ihe Court of Justice. An action was then commenced b^thrcourt 
in that Court by Van Reenen to enforce the pay- of Justice- 
ment of this sum by Durr; Durr pleaded homo- 
logatian and Acquiescence in bar of this action : and ^^ . 

1-11.1 ii?i/»Ti o Their sentence 

ins plea havmg been on the oth of July 1820 over- confirmed by 
ruled, he appealed from this sentence to the Court Appeals^ 

03 
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1820. of Appeals in the Colony, which, on the 2d of 

President and ^<^*^^r 1820, pronounccd his case inadmissible in 

Members of appeal. Against this sentence he asked leave to 

'^ ^. appeal to the King in Council, and his application 

^d M^Ser^ ^^ refused. The appeal having been thus disal- 

Court of Jus- lowed, the Court of Justice, on the 5th of December 

chim't^'**^ 1822, went into the merits of the case, and rejected 

bibhed by the claim established by the award. Van Reenea 

^^ ' appealed to the Court of Appeal against this decree, 

Van Reeoen and offered in evidence to it a return of the nusriber 

swtenc^ and ^^ soldiers who were at the Cape during the time 

rpvereaiofit t^at he and Veyll supplied the troops with fresh 

Appeals. meat, for the purpose of showing that Veyll had not 

in his accounts allowed him profit on all the meat 

that must have been supplied. The Court of Appeal 

received this evid^icc, which had not been produced 

before the Court of Justice, and, on the 18th of 

September 1 823 reversed the sentence of that Court, 

and admitted the claim of Van Reenen for the exact 

sum found to be due to him by the arbitvators. 

Previously to this decree Mr. and Mrs. Durr had 

Joint will of made a joint and mutual will and testament, bearing 

^urran is J j^^ ^ij^g^h ofAugust 1 823, whereby "they agreed 

" to nominate and institute as their sole and univei^ 

" sal heirs the survivor of them jointly with the chil- 

" dren of the survivor in equal shares^ and the sur^ 

" vivor of them declared to nominate as his or her 

" sole and universal heir the joint children of hira or 

" her the survivor in equal proportions, and they de- 

" clared to nominate and appoint the appellants their 

" executors and guardians over their minor heir&" 

Death of Mrs. Mrs. Durr died on the nth of September 1823^ 

and thereupon the appellants, who are a corpcMratknEi, 

instituted at the Cape, as well as in most of the 
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c&er Dutch Colonies, for the purpose of adminis- 1829. 
tering tte prc^erty of orphans^ entered upon the presidwit ai^i 
duties of thdr offices under the wilL Members of 

On the 26th of the same month Durr, on his owa p, 

account, and the Orphan Board, the appellants in this ^'^^ ^othwT 
case, petitioned the Court of Appeals for leave to Leave granted 
appeal a^^ainst their sentence. On the §th of October ^^^j*^ °^ 
182^ the Court granted permission to appeal to Durr to ap- 
Durr, and refused it to the Orphan Board. SSdSlJJii. 

Sis Majesty, I^ an order in Council, dated the ^^^' 
jd of May 1826, was pleased, on the petition of Leave granted 
the appdkats, to order that the Court of Appeals at [^ ^^P^JJ^^ 
the Cape of Good Hope should rescind their ordet petition to tha 
of the 9th ^ October 1 823, so ftur as the same might ^' 
preclude the appellants from appealing to the Privy 
Comicil; and that they should be at liberty to talce 
up and carry cm the said appeal, without prejudice 
to ^e respondents right cm the hearing to object to 
their competence to appeal against the decree, or 
to join or intervene in any such appeal 

This appeal having abated by the death bf Van Death of Van 
Reenen was revived by an order of Council of the j^j^'^J 
14th of February 1 829, and Samuel Bayley admitted of Bajriey to 

... ^i-i«ii ^ ^ , support in- 

tJb support me mterest of his children* temt of his 

Durr's appeal was dismissed by an order of ^^"^^ 

OottDcil on the 30th of January 1826, because it Du^s appeal. 

was not SdUowed up within a year from the day in 

'which it was allowed. 

The case was a^ued, firstly, upon the point 

iprhether the appellants had not lost their right to 

appeal. 

Aiam^ (K. C.) and Carr^ for the Appellants : — 

The Orphan Boards as representing Veyll's child- 

04 
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1829. ren, have such an interest as entitles them to inter* 
PrwidenT' d ^^^^ ' ^^^^ party that Can show that he is likely to 
Members of be affected by a judgment in a suit between other 
^ V, persons, may intervene, although such intervention 
^^d ^^S*** ^^ opposed by both the litigant parties. Voet, in 
his Commentary on the Pandects, lib. 5. tit, de Judi- 
ciis, numero 35, says, *^ Invito litigantium utroque 
" intervenit tertius, qui cum ejus quoque verteretur 
^* in eSi lite dispendium, dum res inter istos duos 
'^ contendentes judicatur, ipsi quoque tertio noci- 
^^ tura, coUusionis impediendae causd sese litigantium 
'^ alterutri socium addit." Again, in numero 36^ 
in medio, ** Non etiam interest in quo loco jam 
*' lis sit cui quis sese adjungere desideret, nam sit 
'^ ante, sit post litem contestatam, imo sit post con- 
*^ elusionem in causd, tertium sese liti alienee pro 
** suo jure immiscere nihil vitat, aut etiam post 
*^ appellationem ab alterutro litigantium interpo* 
** sitam apud judicem superiorem/' They also re- 
ferred to the Digest, 1. 49. tit. 1, De Appellationibus, 
1. 5, and to Peresius Prselectiones in Codicem, lib. 7. 
tit. 63. sec. 3. p. 601. 

Brougham, (K. C.) and Hcnfy, for the Re- 
spondents :— 

The Privy Council has already decided that Durr 
has lost the benefit of his appeal by not presenting 
it in the time prescribed by them after he had ob- 
tained leave to appeal. Those who take up the cause 
of Durr cannot be in a better situation than Durr 
was himself in. As the way is now closed against 
the principal it is also closed against any inter- 
vener. Gail's Practical Observations, lib, 1 . Obser- 
vatio, 7 1 , Nos. 1 8| 1 9. The intervener is bound by the 
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« 

kches of the principal, Voet, lib. 5, tit. 1. sec. 39, 1829. 
Vanderlinden, in hisJudicial Practice, book 5, sec. 4, „ V ' . 

^: J r.T. X- 1 ^,^' President and 

pp. 170 and 177, says, '^It sometimes happens that Members of 
" in the place of the original defendant, another, on Ot>»«^ B«»^ 
" account of the considerable interest which he has Vah Reenen 
'^ in the cause, takes up the defence for him. This, 
^ in practicei is styled intervention; and such a 
" person styles himself in the pleadings as inter- 
<^ vening, and making party in the cause for the 
'^ defendant. This mode of procedure is usually 
'^ acceded to on the part of the plaintiff, provided 
^^ that the sentence to be pronounced on the part 
'^ of the Court be executable against the original 
^ defendant also. The distinction between an in- 
^ tervention and joinder consists in this, that in the 
^ latter case the original defendant continues to be 
*' a party to the suit, whereas in the former he is 
'* altogether omitted in the suit. Interventions and 
" joinings in suits may be resorted to by both 
'^ parties according to the nature and exigency of 
'' the case, and as such, not by the defendant alone, 
'' but also by the plaintiff, and that in all parts of 
'^ the process. A joinder can be effected in appeal, 
'' but of interventions that cannot, at least so gene- 
*^ rally, be affirmed ; for when a person had a sentence 
" to his prejudice, and appealed therefrom, and did 
" not appear on the appointed day, but a third 
" person intervened in such second suit, the Court, 
'' at the petition of the respondent, granted a com- 
" parait." The granting a comparuit is in fact a 
jadgment by default. As judgment has been given 
in default against Durr, and that judgment has there- 
fore precluded the appeal of the Orphan Cham- 
ber. ' Their claim too, is, independently of this. 
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182?, b£iiT6d hf tkeir not haviftig presented their petition 

JPmkteut una *^ *^^ ^*^& "^ Council within a year from die iday 
Members of OH which leave to appeal bad been refused them by 
'. the court below, 

•^■'^''^ LordWYNFOHD;- 

It has been insisted at the bar that the Orphaa 
Board should not be permitted to become parties in 
this eause ; firstly, because tho interest of Veyirti 
children was represented by Durr, and Durr's 
appeal having been decided agamst him on account 
of its not having be^i brought to a hearing within 
the year from the time that he was permitted to 
appeal, the right of the Orphan Board to intervene 
is gone ; secondly, assuming that the right of the 
Orphan Board is not dependent on that of Durr, that 
board not having petitioned the King for leave to 
appeal within a year from the day that the Couil 
of Appeal in the Colony refused to allow them to 
appeal, they catmot be heaid at this distance of 
time. 

If the right of the Orphan Board had beat de- 
pendant on that of Durr the decision against him 
would have barred their right. The passages cited 
by the respondents counsel from OaiPs Obsenra- 
tiones Practicae, and from Voefs Comsnentaries on 
the Pandects, would decide that point, but it requires 
not the authority of those learned writers^ It is a 
principle of common sense and of universal con- 
tenience, that he who claims und^ another must 
be in the same situation as the person from whom 
he claims. The accessary has nothing but what be 
derives from his principal. If the cause has bem 
decided against the f^incipal; and no appeal is left 
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to fabn, the accessary is equally bound by the de- 1829. 
cision. There would be no ^id to litigation if when p,^jy^^ ^^ 
9L party against whom a suit had been fmally deter* Members of 
mined died, his representatives might re-agitate the ^ ". 
question decided. Durr, during the life of his wife, ^^^^^ 
rejM'esented the whole property in dispute, for it all 
belonged to his wife, and he sued in her name ; but 
she died before the decision of the Court of Appeal. 
On her death the Orphan Board, by her will, 
became entitled to her childnms interest indepen- 
dently of Durr. As soon as the decree was pro- 
nounced in the Court of Appeal the Orphan Board 
desired to intervene, as representing the children, 
and Durr desired to appeal on his own behalf. The 
claim of the Orphan Board being entirely indepen* 
dent of that of Durr could not be affected by his 
appeal. The passages referred to by the counsel do 
not bear upon this case. If the right of the Orphan 
Board does not depend on that of Durr, th^i the 
decision in that case does not bar their rights. By 
tiie Civil Law and the law of Holland they had a 
right to interv^ene. When we say that those who 
have a derivative right are barred by a decision 
against the person from whom that right is derived, 
we mean a final decision pronounced in the lifetime 
of the party i^inst whom it is given. If it afiects 
the property left by that person, and there be a 
right of appeal, that right will survive for those to 
whom by law the property of the deceased belongs. 
The principle of the law of intervention is, that 
if any thkd person considers that his interest will 
be affected by a cause which is depending, he is not 
bcwnd to leave the care of his interest to either of 
tke Ikiga&ts, but has a right to intervene, or be made 
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182^. a party to the cause, and take on himself the defence 
Preskient and ^^ ^^^ ^^"^ rights, provided he does not disturb the 
Members of Order of the proceedings. The intervener may come 
^ ^. in at any stage of the cause, and even after judg- 
^lid ^^^^^ ment, if an appeal can be allowed against such 
a judgment He may not know of the existence of 
the cause, or he may have no interest to interfere, 
until he applies to intervene. The Orphan Board 
in this case were not interested in the matter i!i 
dispute until the decease of Mrs. Durr ; and imme- 
diately after her death they applied to intervene. 
It is immaterial in what state the cause is in, if at the 
time of the intervention the proceedings are not 
deranged by it. In the Digest, 1. 49, tit. 1, 1. 5, it 
is laid down, that ^* no person is admitted to appeal 
'' against a sentence pronounced in a cause litigated 
^' between other parties, except for some just cause, 
^' as, when one suffers himself to be condemned in 
'^ a cause to the prejudice of his co-heirs, or in any 
'^ other case of the like kind." Many other cases 
are mentioned in this law in which a third party 
has a right to intervene. They are only put as 
examples, the rule which they establish, extend- 
ing according to the words of this law to all cases of 
the same sort, that is to all cases where the party 
may have an interest in the event of the suit. The 
same doctrine is confirmed by Voet, in his Commen- 
taries on the Pandects, lib. 5, tit. de Judiciis, sec* 
See also Vuet, 35, 36, and by Peresius, in his Prselectiones in 
pSib^a, Codicem, lib. 7, tit. 62, sec. 3. The latter author 
tit. i,sec.a9. says, "a third party may intervene whenever he 
*^ becomes interested in a cause that is pending.*' 

The counsel for the respondents referred to Van^ 
derlinden's Judicial Practice, p. 1 77, for the purpose 
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of showing that an intervention could not be per- i82i). 
mitted in appeals. This passage does not prove p^jjent and 
that in no case of an appeal can an intervention be Members of 
allowed, but that interventions in appeals are not so ^ ^ v. "^ 
frequently allowed as joinders are. The case referred ^^^j ^oiherr 
to by that learned writer was most probably a case 
in which the right of the person intervening was 
dependent on that of a litigant party, whose laches 
had already put him out of court, and then it comes 
within the principle of the passages that have been 
already adverted to*. 

It is insisted that when the appellants were re- 
fused an appeal by the Court below they should 
have petitioned the King within one year for leave 
to appeal to his Majesty in council. There is an 
established rule, that if an appeal be granted the 
party must bring that appeal to a hearing within 
one year, unless he obtains further time for the pro- 
secution of it from this Board, and the respondent 
may call upon us to dismiss the appeal on account 
of the delay in presenting it. This rule has never 
yet been extended to a case where the appeal 
has been refused by the Colonial Court. It is to 

* Although intervention is unknown in our courts of law and 
equity it is admitted in the practice of our Ecclesiastical and 
Admiralty Courts, see Oughton's Ordo Judiciorum, tit. 14, 
and Clarke Praxis Admiraltise, tits. 38, 39. In Dalrymple v. 
Ddrympkj 2 Haggard's Cons. Rep. 137, a party was allowed to 
intenrene after an appeal from the Consistory Court to the 
Court of ArcheSy and not having put in her allegation on the day 
assigned for that purpose, the Judge rejected her prayer for further 
time, and concluded the cause. From this decision she appealed 
to the Delegates, who received her appeal, and allowed her further 
time. See also, on the doctrine of intervention, Marquis of 
Donegal v. ChiekeMtert 3rd Phillimore, 586, and ChkheiUr v. 
Donegal, tst Addams, 5» & 6th Maddock, 375- 
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1829. be hoped that appeals will rarelj, if ever, be le&taed 
Pmideorlud ^^ P^^ics who have any pretence of iziterest. The 
Membereof King is anxious that complete justice should be 
^ V. done to all the inhabitants of the provinces belong- 
^nd moSmmT "^ *^ ^^ empire, and has directed the Governors of 
those provinces to allow appeals to himself in coun- 
cil. Should, however, a case occur m which an 
eqppeal has been refused, land the party has neg^ 
lected to follow up the appeal allowed on petition 
to the King for an unreascHiable time, we shall feel 
it our duty to recommend his Majesty to dismiss it. 
As, however, we are guided by this rule ; as the 
respondent has not petitioned to have this appeal 
dismissed, but takes this objection for the first time 
when it is called on for decision ; as it comes fipom 
a distant colony, and affects the interests of infiuits, 
we do not think it proper to advise his Majesty to 
dismiss this appeal on the ground of the delay that 
has occurred in its prosecution. If his Msyesty were 
to dismiss this appeal on account <^ the neglect of 
their guardians to bring it to a decision, when the 
infants attain their full ages they would have 
aright to revive it. Infants are not to be prejudiced 
by the negligence of their guardians. On the con- 
trary, according to the civil law, as laid down in 
the Digest, lib. 4, tit. 1, 1. 8, ^'Minors, although 
" defended by their guardians or curators, may 
" afterwards, on their causes being heard, be re- 
*^ leased from judgments pronounced against them,"^ 
Domat. in his treatise Sur les Loix Civilei^ lib. 4, 
tit. 6, sec. 2, No. 9, says, too, " Minors procure sen- 
** tences or decrees of Courts of Justice, to which 
** they have been parties, to be reversed if their 
*^ interest has not been sufficiently defended." Thi» 
is also the law of Scotland according to Erskine. 
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'' Restitution lie& not only against extrajudicial but 1829. 
" judicial acts drewijp/ig'rflt/i^, the sentence of a Judge, p,^i<tent*and 
" though pronounced in foro contraditorio when Members of 
" the proper a^sigoiaJ^ions or d^^nees^ either int law * ». 
'* or in fact have heim omitted, or wheo others fedse \^ ^^^^ 
" in feet, or hurtful to* the miiwr, hftve been offered 
'^ to the court by his guea^diims.;. but if the proper 
^' pleaa or defences have beeu' offered: for the minor, 
" and repelled by the Judge, there id no place for 
'^ restitution, since the Ijesion or hurt arises purely 
" from the iniquity i» the Judge, to which i^eijors 
^^ ^nd minors are equally exposed/' Erskine's Instiw 
tutss^ 1. 1, tit, 7. sec. 38. When, tiierefpre, we find 
Hm doctrine of the civil law adopted by a French 
commentator, and the Courts of Justice in Scotland, 
and when we abo find it consistent with natural jus^ 
lice, and we are told of noDujtch law excluding it from 
their system of junsprudence, I can see no reason 
why we should not consider it the law of Holland; 
Tlie ff^ure of the appeal in this instance would not 
be on account of an error in the Judge, but from the 
negligence of the guardians, for which the infants 
ought not to suffer. If we were to advise his Ma- 
jesty to dismiss the appeal on the ground of delay 
in its prosecution^ the infants would be entitled to 
renew it wlien they attained their majority. 

The right of the Orphan Board to appeal having 
been decided the case was then argued, by the same 
counsel on both sides *, and at the termination of 

^ The editor unfortunately has no notes of this argument, hut 
the principal points taken jn it appear to be very fully stated 
in the judgment. 
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1829. that argument Lord Wynford gave the following 
President «i>d judgment : 

Members of 

V. The appellant having been permitted by us to 

\nd MoSerf P^occed with his case, he has attempted to get rid 
of the judgment of the Court of Appeal in the 
Colony by a formal objection, and to prevail on us 
to allow the judgment of the Court of Justice, to 
stand as a judgment unappealed from. It being 
his Majesty's wish that justice should not be de* 
feated by formal objections^ we cannot permit this 
attempt to succeed. If the formal objection had 
been fatal to the judgment of the Court of- Appeal 
we would have advised his majesty to have allowed 
another appeal, under which the judgment of the 
Court of Justice might have been examined, so that 
we might know whether that judgment was accord- 
ing to the justice of the case in which it was pro- 
nounced ; but we think^that this objection ought not to 
prevail. The objection is, that the judgment was pro- 
nounced after the death of Mrs. Durr, and that as she 
was the real party in the cause, her husband only 
appearing in the name of his wife, the suit was 
abated at her death, and therefore the judgment was 
void. But the appellants have appealed against that 
judgment, and treated it by such appeal as an exist- 
ing judgment ; they say, indeed, that the respondents 
were proceeding to enforce the judgment, and there- 
fore they were obliged to appeal : but they should 
have applied to the Court to set aside the proceedings; 
and if the Court had refused to set them aside then 
they might have appealed. Instead of taking this 
course, they made no complaiut to the Court in the 
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Colony, which would have afforded the redress that 1829. 
under the circumstances they were entitled to, but President and 
put the parties to the expense of an appeal to the q^ h"^^Si^ a 
King in Council, against what they here say is a v, 
nullity, and which, if they are right in so saying, ^^^ i^iherr 
they should long ago have made. out one. But 
Durr, who was the party before the Court, was 
alive at the time of the judgment : he was the per- 
son that the Court was to consider, as the party in 
the cause, whilst he was living, particularly as on 
the wife's death he himself became directly inter- 
ested, and therefore the suit would not abate. We 
have something analogous to this in our law of 
ejectments. The plaintiff in ejectment is an imagi- 
nary personage : he, as it has been said, never dies ; 
and although the person, for whose benefit the action 
is brought, dies pending the action, the suit is not 
abated. 

We come now to the real merits of the case. The 
appellants insist that Veyll and Van Reenen having 
settled their accounts, and no attempt having been 
made to dispute their accuracy for five years after 
the last settlement, they ought not to be opened ; and 
that the Court of Justice acted rightly in giving their 
judgment against the respondents, who insisted that 
there were great errors in those accounts, and that, if 
those enors^were corrected, there would be a large 
balance in their favour. The respondents insist that 
thearbitrators chosen by the parties having found that 
a large balance vras due to them, (although one of the 
parties to the reference died, before those arbitrators 
made their award, and they proceeded, hearing one 
eide only,) the Court of Appeals acted legally in re- 
ceiving the award, and giving judgment against the 

H 



Van Reevbn 
and another. 
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1839 appellants for the sum found by it to be due from 

Prt^^id^and ^^^ *^ ^^^ respondents. 

Members of When accounts have been deliberately settled, 
rp an ar ^^^ ^^ settlement has been acquiesced in for years, 
the party who desires to open them must make a 
very strong case. When accounts are settled, parties 
are in the habit of destroying vouchers, as being by 
the settlement rendered useless. If delay takes 
place, persons, who could explain transactions, may 
be dead, or not to be found ; many very material 
circumstances will be entirely forgotten, and the re- 
collection of many men will be too faint to enable 
them to give a satisfactory explanation of any trans- 
action. But if there are manifest errors^ if one ac« 
countant confided in the other, and his confidence 
appears to have been abused ; if there be such evi« 
dence of fraud . having been practised by one party 
or the other as requires an answer, and no satis&ctoiy 
answer is given, and if the delay in not applying 
to have those errors rectified can be accounted for, 
settlements under such circumstances ought not to 
prevent Courts of Justice from opening accounts. 
The first object of law is to protect the weak against 
the strong ; and those who confide against those, who 
are too much disposed to take advantage of the confi- 
depce reposed in them ; and in^all cases it endeavours 
to prevent fraud from being successful. If Courts 
of Justice were to give any e£fect to such settlements 
as the one now before us, this object of the law 
would be defeated. In this case there is most cogeut 
proof of such errors, as could not have been occa- 
sioned either by mistake or by accident In Veyirs 
books there are accounts of the sale of many sheep 
and bullocks, for the profits of which no credit is 
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given to Van Reenen. A witness has indeed proved, 1'821>. 
that sheep and bullocks were bought on the separate p^gident and 
account of Veyll, and not for the partnership. Why ^?J?™j^" ^ 
were they then all entered in the partnership books v. 
without anything to distinguish them from the pro- ^i^^i^"'*" 
perty of the firm ? Again, the weight of the carcasses, 
the profit of which is accounted for, is so much below • 
the common size, that it is insisted the meat would 
not have been received by those, whose duty it was 
to see, that the soldiers were supplied with proper 
food. The carcasses accounted for would not have 
furnished nearly the quantity of meat required by 
the troops during the period of the contract. Surely 
fhese circumstances furnish strong proof of errors in 
the accounts, and nothing has been offered to repel 
the presumption, that arises from them of manifest 
fraud. iBetween any parties such a case would 
require further examination, but this was a case of 
confidence, for the business was left to the manage- 
ment of Veyll only. Van Reenen never interfered ; 
was never at the different places, where the business 
was carried on; he trusted entirely to the integrity of 
Veyll ; and it is most probable that he never looked 
over the accounts. The action brought against 
himself and Veyll first opened his eyes. When 
Goetz recovered for profits, which Veyll had not 
accounted to him for, Van Reenen began to suspect 
that all was not quite right with regard to himself; 
but he did not act on suspicions, he proceeded with 
the caution of a fair and candid man. Having thought 
Veyll an honest man, aud confided in him as such, 
he determined not to act hostilely towards him^ until 
after a careful examination of the accounts he had 
become convinced of his dishonesty. This satis- 

H 2 
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1829. fftctorily explains for his so long delaying to institute 
^ ' a suit to have the errors in those accounts corrected. 
Mwben of VeylFs conduct in this suit is decisive as to the ques- 
Orphan Board ^j^j^ whether the accouuts ought to be opened. In- 
Yak Rebvev stead of appealing against the order of the Court that 
^' the accounts should be investigated, he agre^ to sub- 
. mit them to arbitrators chosen by the parties. This is 
a consent to open the accounts, and they must there- 
fore be submitted to a thorough examination. But, 
say the respondents, they have been examined by ar- 
bitrators, who have made their award, and that award 
being made under a rule of Court, is final, and can- 
not, by the Dutch law, be disturbed. An award 
regularly made cannot by the Dutch, law, or our 
law, or sny law, be disturbed, unless you can show 
improper ^conduct in the arbitrators ; biit in this 
case the authority of the arbitrators was determined 
by the death of Veyll before they had made their 
award. If men who submit to arbitration in the 
instrument of submission bind their representatives 
in a case where the action would survive to or 
against their representatives, although one or botli 
of the parties should die before the award be made, 
the arbitrators may proceed with the reference. 
They have provided for the event of deadi, aod 
agreed, that those who take their property should 
take it subject to the decision of the arbitrators ap« 
pointed. But if the representatives are not included 
in the reference, and one of the parties dies, that 
reference is determined. It has been argued that 
the ancestor and heir are identified, and that ^ehat 
binds one binds the other. If the ancestor binds 
the property, the heir must, in general, take it sub- 
ject to the obligation which the ancestor has itn- 
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posed on it. But this rule does not apply to arbi- 1820. 
trations. A man who agrees to a reference may pr^iient mi 
know, that he is capable of giving explanations, ^f^^^^L 
which his heir cannot give. He knows that, if his v. 

.CTonent he ex^nined «. . witn«., be may be ^Si^SS! 
examined also. For these reasons he may agree to 
bind himself to submit to an arbitration, but not to 
bmd those who are to succeed him. That this prin- 
ciple is founded in wisdom is proved from its having 
been adopted into the laws of England, Scotland*, 
Spain t? and into the Civil Law ;{:• We have been 
referred to no Dutch authority to show us that the 
law of Holland differs from the Civil Law, or that of 
othar states which have adopted the Civil Law. The 
passage cited from Vanderlinden applies to actions 
in court, not to arbitrations. It seems that accord- 
ing to the law of France, Code de Procedure Civile, 
liv. 3, tit. unique, sec. 1013, an arbitration is not 
stopped by the death of one of the parties if his heir 
be of full age § ; but I think a French jurist must have 
thought the reference could not have been continued 
in this case, where the heir was a married woman, 
the right of the husband to represent her was dis- 
puted, and the dispute in this point was kept up for 
nearly three years, during which time the arbitra- 
tors proceeded, attended only by one party. Ac- 
cording to the Civil Law, if the heir of one party be 
named, and the heir of the other be not named, and 



* Eraidne's Institutes, book 4, tit. 3, sec. 33. 

-)- Johnson's Translation of the Principles of the Spanish Law, 

p. 395- 

t Dig. lib. 4t tit. 8, 1. 27 ; Domat. lib. 1, tit. 14, sec. i, pt. 6. 

% See also as to the French law on Arbitrations^ the Code de 
Commerce, liv. 1% tit 3, sec. a, Des contestations entre 

loda 

H 3 
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1829. either party dies, the reference is at an end. We 
President and therefore think that the judgment of the Court of 
Orphan Board Appeal, which is founded on the evidence of a void 
Van Ree e ^''^^^^ ^^^ *^® judgment of the Court of Justice, 
mndannher. which, after the submis9ion of the parties to arbitra- 
tion treated the settlement between them as con- 
clusive, must be set aside, and the cause sent back 
for the further examination of all the accounts. 

To avoid sending the cause back to the Cape of 
Good Hope the parties agreed to refer the accounts 
to three merchants of London, and that judgment 
should be given according to their award by the 
Privy Council. 
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ON APPEAL FROM JERSEY. 

Charles Marett - - Appellant. 

And 
Georgs Jennes - . Respondent. ^^829.'** 

JHIS case originated in a suit instituted by the ^^^^^^^ * 
respondent, as the sole heir of Philip Jennes, de- forty days of 
ceased, in the Royal Court of Jersey, for the pur- J^e v(^dor^Mt 
pose of having an instrument (by which Philip aside by tha 
Jennes had conveyed certain wheat-rents to the yeDdor,such 
appellant,) cancelled and annulled, and the posses- JI^oid^y*iSie 
sion of these rents given up to him. The ground law of Jersey. 
on which he impeached the validity of this instru- '^^^ purchaser 

*■ , , ^ under sQco 

ment was, that Philip Jennes had died within three circumstances 
days after the execution of it, and that by the law SJSn^i^heir 
of the island, not only all real property is incapable to repay Wm 
of being devised, but all conveyances of it made money, but 
within forty days of the death of the vendor are uaf hT «in*' 
void, and null, although they may have been made ^™ thooep- 
for a valuable consideration. it has been 

The respondent proved the date of the execution S'^^^^^. 
of the deeds, and the death of Philip Jennes ; and d<>'- 
in support of his claim, he cited the decisions of &m6&, The 

^ -f. -t r^ /•T •! n-r receiver of the 

the Royal Court of Jersey, m the cases of Jennes porcbaso- 
V. Le Breton, 5th of May 1826, and Jmnes y. Le '^^^^t'' 
Breton, 15th of September 1824, in both of which parUestoa 
he had been successful in establishing his rights recovery of 
against a Mr. Le Breton, who had obtained a SX'luch*'* 
lease of a house and garden, and the possession of arcumstan- 
some title-deeds and property from Philip Jennes 
six days before his death ; and also the decisions 

H4 
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I82d. of the Royal Court, in questions of a similar natme, 
c Marett ^^ ^^y^ V- Poidaitiy 24tli of September 1668 ; Cwr 
^v. tanche v. Laurens j 16th of January 1695 ; Bicari 

▼• Durellf 17th of January 1716, whicli was con- 
firmed on appeal by the Privy Council, on the 26th 
of July 1720; Bino v. Phi^ppe^ 24th of September 
1767; AUez V. DevnUIe^ loth of October 1805; 
AUez Y. Callings f 10th of October 1805; Maurant 
V. Fauvel, 8th of October 1812; Bud Mourant v, 
Mourantf 10th of November 1814. 

The appellant did not dispute either the rule of 
law, or the fact of the instrument having been exe- 
cuted within three days of Philip Jennes's deaths 
but he contended, that as he had actually paid 300 /. 
as a consideration for the purchase of the rent, he 
ought not to be obliged to give up the instrument 
of purchase to be cancelled without first having been 
repaid that sum by the respondent. Witnesses were 
produced to prove this payment, and it also appeared 
from their testimony that the original purchase-money, 
mentioned in the instrument, was 365 /. ; of this 65/. 
was retained by the appellant at the desire of Phi- 
lip Jennes, in order to pay his debts and funeral 
expenses; and the remainder, directly it was re- 
ceived, was handed over by Philip Jennes to his 
attorney who had prepared the instrument, with 
directions to him to distribute it amongst several 
persons, some of whom were related to him and 
others not, in difierent proportions according to a 
memorandum which had been drawn up by l^e at- 
torney from Philip's instructions the day before 
this transaction took place. 

The Royal Court, on the 8th of June 1826, 
ordered the instrument or contract to be cancelled^ 
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the respondent to be put in possession of tlie wheat- 1820« 
rent, and condemned the appellant in costs. From ' " ^ 
this decree the present appeal was instituted, on the «. 

ground that it did not (as it ought to have done) ^' ^^^^ 
order the re-payment to the appellant of the 300/. 
he had actually paid for the rents. 

• 

RaCf for the Appellant. 

Knight^ (K. C.) and Pennington^ for the Res- 
pondent. 

Lord Wynford: — 
Neither real estates, or rents issuing out of such 
estates, are devisable by will by the laws of Jersey. 
If an estate be conveyed away in the lifetime of the 
party to whom it belonged, and he dies within forty 
days from the execution of the conveyance, the heir 
of the person conveying it may recover back the 
estate from the purchaser. This is admitted to be 
the law by the counsel for the appellants, and as 
Philip Jennes, the owner of the estate sold to the 
appellant, died within forty days from the date of 
the conveyance, they agree that the estate must be 
given up to the respondent, but they insist that he 
ought to repay to the appellant the purchase-money. 
If the respondent had received the purchase-money, 
he could not have been permitted to have the estate 
restored to him without refunding the price paid for 
it. The money paid by the appellant was distri- 
buted amongst several persons ; indeed, it appears 
from the evidence, that Jennes, who died three days 
after the sale of the estate, was prevailed upon to 
sell it, in order to prevent his heir getting it in 
fraud of the law of the Island, which would not per- 
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1820. mit an heir to be dbinherited in this manner. It 

^^' ' was a conspiracy, and the appellant was a principal 

9. conspirator, and he must get back the money how 

O Jkvhbs. j^g ^j^^ |.jj^^j jj^ ^^ p^^ j^ j^jg co-con$pirator8. If 

we were to order the respondents to re-pay him, the 
object of the conspiracy would be accomplished, 
When there is no grpund to impute fraud to any of 
the parties concerned, those who have received the 
purchase-money, and not the heir, who seeks to 
have his inheritance restored to him, are required to 
refund it to the purchaser when the seller has died 
within forty days of the sale. It is usual to make 
the receivers of the purchase-money parties to the 
suit for the recovery of the estate sold, and there are 
many * instances of judgments against the purchaser 
directing the restitution of the estate to the heir, 
and against those who have received the purchase- 
money, to restore it to the purchaser. One f of these 
judgments has been confirmed by his Majesty in 
Council, and is therefore of the highest authority. 
This appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

* Cautanche r. Laurens, Ricard v. DureU, and Bino v. Phi- 
lippe, 
t Ricard v. Durell. 
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APPEAL PROM DEMERARA. 

Benjamin Freyhaus - - Appellant. 

And 
Stephen Cramer and Gillis 1 

Cantzlaar (executors of J. ?• > Respondents. 

Valz) . - - . -J 1829."* 

J, P. Valz by his will, bearing date the 1st of May in « Colony 
1821, s^pointed the respondents his executors, and SbeDutchiaw, 
his aunt Boucher Des Forges his residuary legatee, ^n^^eo^^ 
He died on the 3d of December in the same year, ficiai interest 
and on the 4th the respondents took out an act in aonotfbyen- 
due form of law, by which they declared, that they ^^^ i"^ 

^ ^ . ^ . "^ poasession, or 

thought proper to choose the right of deliberation adiatmg the 
on behalf of the heir, in order to ascertain the sol- ^utoiv make 
vency or insolvency of the estate. The following f.^??*®^^?. 
day they caused an inventory to be taken of the pre- do to tiie im:^- 
perty of the deceased, which was then valued ^t "ebto.*^^*' ^* 
337,975 guilders 10 stivers. The effect of the'Payinjjfor the 
taking out an act of this kind is to protect the heir maintenance 
from the consequences of accepting the i^ikeritance, ^^^'^®J^^^ 
which otherwise would, according to the rules of of a tej^tator, 
the Dutch law, make him liable to the payment of ^^vances^to 
all the debts of the deceased owner of it*. The their mother, 

and parting 

protection granted by the act extends for a year and with a boat 
six weeks from the time of taking it out. On the J^t^^^ 
30th of February 1823 the respondents presented a boWerofan 

• • ^ A t* r^ * ' y 1 r^» .1 -r . unpaid note of 

petition to the Court of Criminal and Civil Justice band of the 
in the Colony, stating that the estate of Valz was ^^xy^^;^ 

payment for 
the boaty are 
* See Vanderlinden'B Institutes, book i, cap. 6, sec. io> and not sufficient 

book 3, part i, cap. 7, sec. i.; Van Leuweens Boman-Duteh dealing! with 

I^w, book 3. cap. 10. •S^.^l^r^ 

adiation. 
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1829. indebted about 130,000 guilders to the holders of a 
' "" ' mortgage on his plantation, and about 40,000 
V. guilders to other colonial creditors ; and that if this 
and another. P^^^^t^t^on could be sold for its real value a sum of 
66»975 guilders 10 stivers would remain to be 
divided amongst hb heir and legatees, but if it was 
brought to a forced sale it would not bring the. 
amount of the mor^ge claim, ahd that thej had 
not been able to make arrangements as they had 
wished with the mortgagees ; they then prayed for 
an extension of the act of deliberation for six months. 
The court, after several interlocutory orders, granted, 
on the 25th of July in that year the prayer of their 
petition, by giving them six months further time. 
In July 1824 some of the creditors of Valz sued the 
estate, in consequence of which the respondents 
again applied to the Court and requested that cura- 
tors should be appointed to it; this petition was 
referred by the Court to the appellant, who was one 
of the creditors, for his report thereon ; he reported, 
that the executors had made themselves personally 
liable to pay Valz's debt, and that the prayer of the 
petition ought not to be granted. Notwithstanding 
this report, however, the Court appointed Messrs* 
Allan and Brode curators of the estate. 

The appellant then commenced an action against 
the respondents for a debt of 6,000 guilders 15 
stivers due to him from Valz, and contended that 
they had made themselves personally liable to pay 
it by having remained too long in possession of the 
estate, and by having paid some of Valz's debts and 
legacies. The evidence he produced in support of 
this claim proved, that the respondents had parted 
with a tent-boat belonging to Valz to the holder of 
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a note of hand, which Valz had originally given in 1829. 
payment for this boat, and that tiiey had also paid g F^gYHAut 
some money for the schooling and maintenance of v. 
eight children, of whom Valz was the father by a and an^ier. 
woman of the name of Mary Semple, and had also at 
different times paid Mary Semple several sums of 
money. Both Mary Semple and her children were 
legatees under Valz's will, and the, appellant insisted 
that these advances were made in part-payment of 
their legacies. The account books of Valz's estate 
were also produced to the Court, and several leaves 
appeared to have been cut out of one of them ; and 
a clerk of the respondent Cramer deposed that he 
had destroyed original accounts or memoranda re- 
lating to it, because (as he alleged) it was the 
custom of Cramer to destroy such memoranda when 
the contents of them had been entered in the regular 
account-books. 

The cause came on to be heard on the 25th of 
November 1825, and the Court then rejected the 
appellant's claim, and condemned him to pay the 
costs of the suit. From this decision the present 
appeal was instituted. 

Lushingtony (Dr.) and Henry ^ for the Appellants, 
Contended that the respondents had committed 
three distinct actes hereditaires ; they had paid a 
debt by giving the tent-boat' for the unpaid note of 
hand ; they had paid legacies by their advances to 
Mary Semple and her children on account of them; 
and they had remained in possession of Valz's pro- 
perty longer than by any construction of the law they 
could have been entitled to have done ; they had 
therefore rendered themselves liable to the payment 
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1829. of Valz*s debts. An heir who commits ton acte here- 

^ ' ditaire is bound by law for thie payment of all the 

o. debts and charges on an estate, although they may 

and another. ^^^^^^ ^^s value. Notwithstanding he may have 

taken out an act of deliberation, yet, if he alters or 

confounds the property of the testator, as by making 

{>ayments, he commits an acte hereditaire. Vander- 
inden's Institutes^ book i, cap. 9, sec. 10, p. 150. 
An executor must be considered as an heir, because 
he takes a baieficial interest by becoming entitled 
to 10 per cent, on all the property of the deceased 
by the laws of the colony. This doctrine had re* 
ceived the sanction of the Privy Council, who, in 
the cause of Freyhaus against the Heirs of Porbes*^ 
which was heard in 1 8^27, had declared an exi^cutor 
t6 be liable to the claim of a creditor of the testa- 
tor*s estate, although he had obtained a decree of 
perpetuum silentium against the creditors, who had 
not come in and proved their debts before a certain 
time, which the respondents here had not done. 
They also referrled to Potier Traiti des donations 
testamentairesy cap. 5, see. 1, art. 1, 2, 3, and Voet, 
Comm. in Pan. lib. 28, tit. 8| dejure deUberandi. 

Adam, (K. C.) and Stephen, (S^jeanty for 
Respondents : — 

If heirs commit an acte hereditaire, there is no 
doubt, but that they are liable to the payment of the 
testator's debts ; that is not however the case with 
executors, who do not take a beneficial interest 
under the will. The respondents had not taken out 
the act of deliberation on behalf of themselves, but 

* See noee^ p. 115, infta. 
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of the heir. Even, however, if executors were liable, rgao. 
as was contended for, the respondents had committed ' "" ' 
no acte hereditaire. Holding over the property ^-^^^y"^^* 
after the time ffiven for deliberation is not an act Cramer 

^ . /. , 1 ,..,,... and another. 

sufficient for that purpose, because adiation {aditto tn 
hereeRtatem) is a question more of intention than 
action, Voet, Comm. in Pan. lib. 29, tit. 2,. «ee. £. 
Paying childrens schooling, assisting their mother, 
and selling a boat, which otherwise would have de- 
cayed, to the injury of the claimants of the testa- 
tor^s estate^ were no acts of adiation ; they were acts 
of kindness, which might have been done by the 
respondents if they had had neither the name nor the 
right of representatives of Valz ; every man, too, is 
presumed to act rather in his own name than in that 
of any other. Voet,C(www. hiPand.d. det.sec.j. Hei- 
neccius says, Elem. Jur. Civil, tit. 8, ^. 71, '^ pro hae- 
'^ rede se gerere videtur, qui aliquid quasi haeres, et 
*' animo hseredis, nisi vel ex testatione vel aliis 
^ argumentis appareat, eum id non animo hseredis, 
^' sed pietatis, et custodiae causa fecisse." The two 
first of these acts would fall under the head of the 
** pietatis," the last under that of the ^' custodiW 

Lushington, in reply : — 

The office of executors is of modem institution, 
and unknown to the old Civil Law. Nothings 
indeed, is to be found respecting their liabilities in 
either Van Leuween or Vanderlinden, but it is of 
great importance to the Colony of Demerara, that 
they shonld be ascertained. It must be presumed 
that a possession which entitles them to 10 per cent. 
on the testator's property ought to make them sub- 
ject to the same liabilities to his creditors as his 
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1829. heir. The acts of adiation cannot be denied. The 
B. FRBTHAct ^va^ce of the legacies to Mary Semple ^d her 
_ ^' children cannot be said to have been done pi^atis 
and another, cousd. That expression is used by the civilians to 
denote the taking care of the obsequies of the de- 
ceased. The selling of the tent-boat can still less 
be construed into an act done for the safe keeping of 
the property. 

Lord Wynford (after stating the case) : — . 

This case involves two questions : ist. Whether 
an executor who takes no interest under the will 
is within the law that makes an heir liable to 
pay the full amount of the debts of the testator, if he 
takes on himself the administration of his property. 
2dly, Whether what the respondents did can be 
held to be taking on themselves the administration 
of the property of the testator. 

Vanderlinden, book istj c. 6, sec. io, in his 
Institutes of the Laws of Holland, treating of 
executors, says nothing of their being liable de 
bonis propriisy if they once take on themselves 
the administration of the effects of the testator ; 
but when he comes to speak of the heir he says, 
'^The heir, by accepting the inheritance, can- 
'< not afterwai^s repudiate ; and he becomes tacitly 
'' bound in law by this act for the payment of all 
'' the debts and charges on the estate, though 
" they may exceed the value." I think we may col^ 
lect from this writer, saying nothing as to the execu- 
tors rendering themselves liable, and from his lelling 
us, the moment that he speaks of the heir, that the 
heir having accepted the inheritance is liable to all 
the debts and charges, that an executor in trust 
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would not by acting as such incur this responsi- 18». 
bility. An heir, under the laws of Justinian, might 3 f«iyhax» 
protect himself from incurring the liability of paying «^- 
de bonis ptapriis by claiming the benefit of the in- and another, 
veiitory; and Voet, lib. 28, tit. 8, s. 13, says, " Pe- 
'^ tunt, et impetrant hoc inventarii beneficium hsere- 
^' des, sive ex testamento instituti, sive ex lege ad 
" successionem vocati/' This seems to extend the 
law which governs the cases of heirs to executors^ 
but it must be understood that Voet is speaking of 
executors, who take a beneficial interest, and not of 
such as are only trustees for others. Such as take 
possession of an estate for profit may, without 
injustice, be made to incur the risk of loss, accord^ 
ing to the maxim, *' Qui sequuntur commoda, iidem 
" et incommoda sequuntur." But there is no pre- 
tence for saying that an executor, who from his 
regard for the testator, and for the compensation 
for his trouble, which the laws of many of the colo- 
nies have allowed him, takes upon himself the 
administration of the affairs of a deceased person 
shall be obliged to satisfy the claims on an insolvent 
estate. 

The European nations who have adopted into 
their codes the principles of the civil law have made 
a great difference between ah heir and an executor. 
In Scotland, the executor is only liable secundum 
vires inventariij (that is, to the amount of the inven- 
tory, or estimate made of the property of the de- 
ceased,) but the heirs are liable in soUdum^ {Lord 
Stair^s Institutes^ book 3, tit. 4, cap. 32,) and the 
benefit of the inventory was first given to heirs 
in that country by an Act of Parliament *. In 

• Act of Scotch Parliament of 1695, cap. 36. 
i 
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1829. France* ako the executoi^ are only liable to tKe ex^ 
"^ ' tent of the property of the testator that they possess 
V. themselves o£ Potier, in speaking of the possession 
and a^th^. ^^ *^® executor. Traits des donations testamentaireSi 
cap. 5, art. 2ndj says, '^ L' executeur par cette saisine 
'^ est constitu6 sequestre, il n' est en possession 
*^ qu'au nomme de I'heritier." There he shows 
that the Civil Law with regard to heirs has no 
reference to executors in France, for he s^ys, '* Cette 
*^ saisine des executeurs testamentaires est de droit 
*^ contiimier, et ne vient point du droit Romain." 
As there is no direct authority proving that the 
laws relative to heirs apply to executors in trust, 
Wje can have no difficulty in saying that we will not 
extend a law which is somewhat severe, even in 
cases of persons who take the benefit of the inherit- 
ance, to those who expect to derive no advantage 
from it ; but we do not think, that the delay, which 
took place before curators were appointed, or the 
acts done by the respondents, would be sufficient 
to subject them to pay the debts, de bonis propriisy if 
the law relative to heirs applied to them. As to the 
delay, Voet, Com, in Pan. lib. 28, tit. 8, sec. 1, cites 
the authority of Faber, that, '^Hodie jus deliberandi, 
'' nemine urgente totis viginti annis durare.*" There 
was no one who in this case called on the respon«- 
dents to act, or apply for the appointment of curst- 
tors. Instead of twenty years, there has been a 
delay of less than three. In the CodeXy lib. 6, tit. 30, 
*' de Jure deliberandi " I. 19, it is said, *' Ideoque 



f For the Law of France respecting executors see also the 
Code Civil, liv. 3, sec. 7 ; and the Code de Procedure Civiiey 
liv. 2nd. 
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sattcimuSy si quid, vel a testaihentOi vel ab intestato ifl29. 
vocatus deliberationem meruerit ; vel si hoc qui- 3 freymau* 
dem non fecerit, non tafnen successiofti renuncia- «'• 
yerit, ut ex hac caus& deliberare yideatur, sed nee and another, 
aliquid gesserit, quod aditioftem, Tel pro haerede 
** gestionem inducat, preedictum arbitrium in sue- 
'^ cesionem suam transmittat.'" This passage shows 
that it is not by any act, that the representative of 
the deceased may do, that he takes on himself the 
administration, but it must depend on the manner 
and circumstances under which the thing is done, 
whether it amounts to an acting as heir, or not. 
This too is the construction put on the law by the 
commentators ; Voet says, ** An quis pro hasrede se 
** gessisset non tam facti, quam animi est," Hb. 29, 
tit. 2, No. 5. Heineccius, Elem. Ju. Civ. lib. 2, tit. 19, 
sect. 592, says, ''Adquirunt hsereditatem, vel 
** expresse banc voluntatem suam declarando, vel 
'^ eandem tacite factis, et rS ips& significando ;'' 
again, d. t, s. 59, *' Is qui heereditatem adiit cum 
** legatariis, et fidei commissariis, quasi contraxisse 
** censeatur." According to these writers nothing 
is sufficient to constitute a person an acting heir, but 
that which amounts to an express, or implied con- 
tract on his part to take on himself this character ; 
in the present case only three acts were done, one 
of these was for the preservation of the property, 
the tyro others from compassion to the children of 
the deceased, and their mother. These acts may 
make the respondents liable to answer to the cura- 
tors for the property thus disposed of, but it cannot 
(partiealarly as they had on behalf of the heir asked 
for the Jus deliberandi) amount to proof of an in« 

I 2 
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tention to take on themselves the administration ot 
the aflfairs of the deceasedi and to subject them* 
selves to the liability of all the consequences that 
might arise from it. * The case lately decided by 
this Board is not an authority for the appellants; 
there the executor had acted ; he had paid some 
debts ; but he had refused to pay what was due to 
the respondents, and the question was, whether he 
was bound to do so, or not. 

The Court, which has appointed the curators, has 
also ordered an account to be taken of the estate. 
If the respondents have wasted, or misapplied any 
part of the property, or if the estate has been injured 
by their not having sooner administered it, those who 
take that account will take care that the respondents 
make good the loss. That is all that justice require 
from them. There is no colour for sajring that they 
ought to be obliged to pay all the debts, whatever 
may be their amount, and however unequal the 
estate of the deceased may be to the discharge of 
them. By the Scotch law, if a man acts as a vitious 
intromitter, that is, if without any pretence for acting 
lis executor he takes upon himself the general dis- 
position of the deceased's property, he must pay all 
his debts. Lord Stair, in his Institutes, says, '^ This 
** is peculiar to this, and no other nation.'* I be- 
lieve that learned writer is correct in that assertion. 
We know it is not the law of England, for an execu- 
tor de son tort (although he without any pretence 
of authority interferes with the assets of a deceased 
person), is called upon, and is only answerable to 
creditors to the extent of property that has conxe to 
his hands. But the respondents were not vitious 
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intromitters ; they were authorized to act by the 18«. 
will of Valz, and in such a case, even in Scotland, ^ f*etiuu« 
where the law is more severe against such per- ». 

sons than in any other country, they would only and aootber. 
have been liable to the amount of the deceaseds 
property. The action charging them de bonis pr&^ 
pros was properly* dismissed in the Colonial Court, 
and the judgment of that Court must be confirmed, 
but as the respondents, or their clerks destroyed the 
account-books, 

The appeal must be dismissed without costs. 



NOTE. 

Freyhaus (executor of Henschelius) v. the Heirs of F^eyhaui^ 

Forbes, by Teschemaker, their attorney, was a case heard jjeili of 

on appeal before the Privy Council on the 9th of June Forb«t. 

1827, and the 30th of January 1828. Henschelius wa^ Adecretof 

one of the executors of Forbes, to whom the respondents ^SSii^nst 

were heirs. Upon a settlement of the testamentary ac- the creditors 

counto in 1804, he undertook to collect a balance of S^eS^who 

1 0,947 g«. J St. due to Forbes'* estate for the respondents ; have not ap- 

he also, in his character of executor, received the sum of ^^if ^^eir 

5^860 gs. He died on the 4tb of September 1814, without claims under 

having accounted for or paid either of these sums. He ^^^^^}f/^^; 

appointed by his will the appellant and two others his purpose, is 

executors. They caused all the creditors of his estate to "ot a bar to 

•^ 1 • i_ • I • the action ot a 

be summoned by edict to appear and put in their claims creditor Dvho 

against it, and on the 15th of October in that year they has not soap- 
obtained a decree otperpetuum silentium against the non^ [JJe wecmor* 
appearers. They then proceeded to satisfy the claims of otsuchapcr- 
the creditors, who had filed their claims, and (as they •®°- 
alleged in their printed case) in so doing exhausted all the 
asset of Henschelius. The respondents did not appear^ 
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or carry in any claiin in obedience to the edict, but they 
privately made application to the appellant for the pay- 
ment of the two sums of io,g4ygs. and QfiSogs. In an- 
swer to one of these applications the appellant, on the 
27th of May 1817, wrote a letter, in which, after begging 
the respondents not to have recourse to legal proceedings, 
he offered them, if they would deduct from their claim a 
qertain per-centage to secure by a mortgage the payment 
of a sum thus reduced. This offer was refused by the 
respondents, and they commeiiced an action against the 
appellant in the month of May 1820 for the recovery of 
both the sums of money. The sentence of the Court of 
Criminal and Civil Justice condemned ** the appellant to 
'' pay to the respondents the sum of 1 0,947 gs. gst, being 
'' the amount of the remaining outstanding claims taken 
** over by Henschelius and never accounted for, with in- 
'^ terest on such sum or sums as had been received by 
^* Henschelius from the day of such receipt, or in case 
** the claims were not collected, to account for the same 
" in a regular and proper manner; and also to pay the 
" respondents the sum of 58,460 g$., being the balance 
*i due from Henschelius on monies actually received by 
'' him, with interest thereon, from the 26th of August 
** 1817 until fully and finally paid, with condemnation of 
** the appellant in costs.^ On the hearing of this appeal 
before the Privy Council on the 9th of June 1827, ^^ ^^ 
ordered that the printed cases of both appellant and re- 
spondent should be sent to Dr. C. M. Van flail, at 
Amsterdam, for his opinion on these two questions. 
1st. Whether, after the decree of perpetuum silentinm, it 
was competent to the respondent, by the law of Holland^ 
as administered at D^merara, and under the special cir- 
cumstances of the case, and particularly the letter of the 
27th of May 1817, to institute the proceedings in which 
the sentence appealed against was pronounced : 2ndlyy 
Whether, under the circumstances appearing from tbe 
accompanying papers, and particularly from the appel- 
lant's letter of the 27th of May 1817, the Court was jus- 
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tified, by the Ihvf of Holland as administered at Demerara, 
in pronouncing the sentence appealed against. The 
opinion of Dr. Van Hall was, opon the first question^ that 
the perpe/tf um ulentium adjudged on the 17th of October 
1815* preceded by the citations by edict in the same year, 
did not afford sufficient grounds to quash in appeal the 
sentence of the 15th of September 1822. The reasons he 
assigned for this opinion were, that although such citations 
by edict might be us,ual in the Colony, yet by the old 
Datch Law they would not have been binding in Holland, 
because a Judge would have no right to debar legal credi- 
tors from their unprescribed action by decreeing a per^ 
petuum silentium : and although an action ex lege diffamari, 
called a ** mandament to institute an action " was known 
in the old Dutch Law ^^ yet such an action could only 
have been had recourse to when it was proved that 
some one had instituted an action, to which he had no 
claim. In support of this opinion he referred to Voet 
in Pand. lib. 5, od ^1/. de Judiciis, No. 22 ; and Van- 
derlinden, Jud, Prak., 1st. vol, p. 244, et sequa. On 
the second question, he thought that it might be inferred 
from the appellant's letter of the 27th of May, that the 
claims of the respondents were known to him, and that 
they were not therefore concluded by the terms of the 
order of perpetuum silentium as unknown creditors. The 
Privy Council, after hearing this opinion on the 30th of 
January 1828, dismissed the appeal with 150/. costs. See 
also Voet in Pand. lib. 4, tit. 6, No. 4, and see generally, 
as to the practice with regard to decrees of perpetuum 
silentium, the Appendix to the Second Report of the 
Commissioners of Inquiry into the Administration of 
Criminal and Civil Justice in the West Indies, page 76. 
It is there stated, by the Colonial Secretary of Deme- 
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^ See Vanderlinden's Institutes, book 3, pt. 1, cap. 3, sec. 
and Henry's Note thereupon, p. 426, of the Translation. 
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rara, '' That in cases of default parties have a right to 
'' proceed by way of relief against a decree of per- 
" petuum silentium, and this is the reason why monies are 
*' paid out (of Court in cases of insolvent estates^ and 
'* estates under an act of deliberation) sub cauiume de 
« restituendo:' 
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ON APPEAL FROM THE CAPE OF GOOD 
HOPE. 

Francis Balston . - - Appellant^ 

A -t S ist of Majy 

And and 14th and 

William Wilberforce Bird Respondent^ ^^^sJ!"""^ 

This was an appeal from a sentence of the Court Avojagefrom 
of Appeals in civil cases at the Cape of Good Hope, canton inbal- 
affinning a sentence of the Court of Justice in that J^en" tfSw 
Colony. These sentences were pronounced in an Cape of Good 
action brought by the appellant, who was the mas- u<^^'from * 
ter of a ship called the Lady Flora, against the re- q*„^^*^,7iJ^ 
spondent, who was Comptroller of the Customs at dia, <Uopru- 
the Cape, for damages occasioned by the detention « J^^j f,^ 
of the ship under circumstances which are fully |' Calcutta to 
detailed in the judgment of the Master of the Rolls. <« there take in 
The claim of tlie appellant was dismissed with costs '« JJd^Wcr U 
in both of the courts below. " ?P ^^^J^ *^ 

'* Calcutta, or 
** on shore at 

Jdam, and Erskine (K/s C.) for the Appellant. " «nj m/enne. 
Lushingtonj (Dr.) and Teedj for the Respon- « ports m the' 

^ATif ** course of the 

*^^"^- « voyage, and 

^ not dse- 
" where," is illegal, and cannot be justiBed under the terms of such 
a license. 

Masters of ships trading ^< under the Act 54th Geo. 3, c. 34,'' between 
places within the East India Company's charter are bound to produce 
manifests in the form directed by the 53d Geo. 3, c. 155, and S7th 
Geo. 3, c. 52. 

Semhle, Tliat the East India Company cannot grant a license to trade 
from Canton to the Cape of Good Hope. 

* The editor having been kindly furnished by Mr. Teed with 
a note of the judgment of the Master of the Rolls in this case, 
Ittt been induced, by the importance of the points decided in it, 
to insert it, although pronounced at a period anterior to that, at 
^hich these reports regularly commence. 
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1828. Master of the Rolls : — 

Balston On the loth of May 1820, the Marquis of Hast- 

Bird. i^g^f the then Governor-General of India, acting 
on behalf of the United Company of Merchants of 
England trading to the East Indies, granted a 
license to Mr. John Palmer, a gentleman resident at 
Calcutta, and who was the owner of the ship Lady 
Flora, for that ship to proceed on a voyage from 
Calcutta in ballast to Canton in China, and back to 
Calcutta ; and in a subsequent part of that license 
authority is given " to take on board at Canton, but 
" not elsewhere, tea not exceeding in quantity 500 
" chests, and to deliver on shore at Calcutta, or on 
" shore in and at any intermediate port or ports in 
" the course of the said voyage, and not elsewhere, 
" all such teas, together with all other cargo which 
" should be laden on board the said ship at the 
" port of Canton aforesaid," with the common ex- 
ception with regard to opium. The ship accord- 
ingly proceeds to Canton ; no tea is taken on board 
under the authority of the license, but a cargo, or 
part of a cargo of a different description of goods is 
taken on board, and the ship sails from thence to 
Batavia, and there takes in other goods, and thence 
proceeds to the Cape of Good Hope. On the 20tli 
of January the ship arrives in Table Bay, and two 
days afterwards, on the 2 2d, the captain makes 
a report of his arrival from Canton and Batavia a.t 
the Custom House, and applies for permission to 
enter, and land his cargo : he does not then produce 
his license, but he produces a manifest^ or list of His 
cargo, signed by himself, and not authenticated l>y 
any other person. Upon the production of tKfs 
paper, Mr. Bird, the respondent, the Comptroller 
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of the Customs, refuses permission to land the 1M»> 
goods until he has an opportunity of communi- 
cating the circumstances to the Governor. On the 
27th of January the captain of the Lady Flora, 
Mr. Balston, for the first time, produces the license ; 
Mr. Bird still persists in his refusal. On the 
129th, Mr. Luson, as the resident agent of the East 
India Company at the Cape, applies by letter to 
the Governor, submitting to him, whether he would 
allow the Lady Flora an entry under the license. 
On the 31st the Governor refers that letter to the 
Collector, and Comptroller of the Customs. It does 
not appear what report those officers made, but on 
the* 1st of February they are directed by the Go- 
vernor to proceed in this case, as the law directs. 
On the same day on which the Collector, and Comp- 
troller receive this letter from the Governor, they 
write to him requesting to know, whether they are 
to take the opinion of his Majesty's Fiscal on the 
point at issue, and act in conformity thereto. The 
Grovemor answers that letter the same day, and 
states, that they are to take such steps, as they may 
judge most expedient, refusing to pledge himself 
to any opinion as to the legality of what may be 
done. On the 2d of February, however, the Gover- 
nor (we must presume in consequence of a subse- 
quent communication between him and the Collector, 
and Comptroller) writes to those officers, and ap- 
proves of their consulting the Advocate Fiscal, and 
directs the Advocate Fiscal to give his opinion 
officially on the subject On the 5th of February 
the Advocate Fiscal gives his opinion, that the voy- 
age is illegal, and the ship subject to seizure. On 
the 9th Mr. Luson, the Agent of the East India 




124 CASES ARGUED AND DETERMINED 

1928. Company, requests Mr. Bird to seize the vessel; 
and on the loth Mr. Bird makes his seizure 
accordingly. A suit is immediately instituted by 
the Advocate Fiscal in the Court of Justice for the 
condemnation of the ship, and cargo, and on the 19th 
a sentence of restitution is pronounced. On the 
21st, Luson and Bird give notice of appeal against 
the judgment, as far as respects the seizure of 
the ship. On the 22d, the Advocate Fiscal gives 
notice, that he shall appeal against the judgment 
pronounced, so far as it condemned the prosecutor 
in costs. On the 23d the Agent of the East India 
Company withdraws his appeal, and Mr. Bird also 
withdraws his. On the 27th the cargo is permitted 
to be landed. Upon a careful perusal of the papers 
their Lordships are of opinion, that although another 
manifest was produced, that purported to be from 
Batavia, all that the Comptroller appears to have 
done was to require, that the Captain should vaify 
upon oath the manifest he had first delivered upon 
the 2 2d of January, and therefore that the cargo 
was permitted to be landed upon the same manifest, 
as it had been before refused. 

In a very few days afterwards Captain Balston 
brings ah action against Mr. Bird, not for the 
seizure, for he expressly disclaims by his demand, 
which is in the nature of a declaration, any right of 
action in respect of that, but he claims damages for 
the detention of the ship from the time,' at which he 
insists, that the cargo ought to have been permitted 
to have been landed, namely, the 2 2d of January, 
until the day of the seizure ; and he states in fwhat 
I term) his declaration, that "he is willing to allow, 
" that the personal liability of Mr. Bird ceased 
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^ during the period that he acted at the special 1828* 
^' mstauce of the Agent aforesaid/' and he also 
claims damages from the time the seizure was re- 
jected, by the Court, till the time when the ship was 
actually permitted to land her cargo. A question 
has been made in the course of the argument, wher 
ther Mr. Bird can now be at liberty to enter into the 
question of the legality of the voyage, or whether 
he is not concluded by the sentence of the Court 
against the seizure pronounced on the suit instituted 
by the Fiscal. It does not appear on what grounds 
the Court below proceeded. Their sentence may 
be justified, either for want of jurisdiction, or for 
irant of authority in Bird to seize. It would be 
against principle to conclude him by that sentence. 
If it had appeared that the Court below had pro- 
ceeded upon the ground that the seizure was 
illegal, and the voyage legal, yet Mr. Bird ought 
not to be concluded by a sentence in an action to 
which he was no party, and in which he could not 
have interfered so as to make, what he might think, 
a sufficient defence. Their Lordships are therefore 
of opinion that Mn Bird may defend himself both 
upon the grounds of the illegality of the voyage, 
and the want of a proper manifest. 

It has been assumed in argument at the bar, with 
respect to the question of the legality of the voyage, 
that Mr. Palmer, being a merchant resident at Cal- 
cutta, was in that character, as he must reside under 
the license of the East India Company, entitled to 
trade within the limits of the East India Company's 
charter without any special license, and that in that 
respect he stood distinguished from His Majesty's 
subjects generally. We have before us the license 
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1829. under which Mr. Palmer resides at Calcutta. In 
that he covenants not to trade contrary to the Act of 
Parliament by which the East India Company have 
the exclusive right to trade. It does not appear from 
that, whether the practice which was insisted upon 
at the bar^ prevailed in India at the time this 
license was given, or whether it was, or not a practice 
which, though not directly authorized by the Com- 
pany, was indirectly recognized by them. If that 
were a point of importance in order to determine 
this case, there being a statement of two gentlemen 
at the bar, that such a practice did exist, their 
Lordships would have directed an inquiry upon the 
subject ; but it is not material in this case, for whe- 
ther Mr. Palmer had or not, either by direct, or 
indirect license, the privilege of trading with China 
in the manner he is asserted to have had at the bar, 
this particular voyage was made under a special 
license, and the question therefore, which the Court 
will now have to determine is, whether the voy- 
age from Canton to the Cape of Grood Hope was, or 
not, justified by the special license under which that 
voyage proceeded. The terms of that license are^ 
** to deliver on shore, in and at the said port of 
" Calcutta, or on shore, in or at toy intermediate 
** port or ports in the course of the said voyage, 
*' and not elsewhere, all such tea, together with all 
^* other ca^go, which shall have been shipped or 

* It was contended at the bar that Mr. Rilmer, as a fH*e 
merdiant, waa indirectly licensed to trade with China ; and that 
it was the practice of £ree merchanta at Calcutca to trade wtthin 
the limits of the Company's charter, without any special license 
for the purpose, the license only being necessary in this 
to enable the ship to take in tea. 
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'^ laden on board of the said ship at the port of WQ», 
^* Canton aforesaid;" and the question therefore 
upon the effect of this license is, whether it is pos^ 
sible to consider the Cape of Good Hope as ah 
intermediate port in a voyage from Calcutta to 
Canton, and back again. Now, we are all perfectly 
acquainted with the relative situations of these 
places. The port of Canton in China is at com* 
paratively an inconsiderable distance to the east of 
Calcutta, and the Cape of Good Hope is at a 
vast distance to the west and south-west of that 
port. It is impossible therefore to say, that in any 
latitude of construction the Cape of Good Hope is 
an intermediate port between Canton and Calcutta. 
Upon that ground alone, proceeding simply upon 
the language of the license, their Lordships are of 
opinion, that the voyage was illegal, and that the 
detention was justified by the circumstances* 

There is another ground of objection, which has 
been suggested by one of the Members of this 
Court, who was long resident in the East Indiesi, 
and exercised a very high and important situation 
as Governor of one of the Presidencies, which has 
resulted from his own personal experience, namely, 
a doubt, whether the East India Company could 
have given a license in terms to proceed from Can* 
ton to the Cape of Good Hope, and whether, if it 
had been so granted in terms, it would have been a 
l^al license. Now the terms of this license being 
'' au intermediate port," it must be intended that 
the Govemor*General meant to grant a license to 
trade to ports which were within the limits of the 
East India Company's charter. The Cape is not 
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1828. within those limits^ although it is made specially so 
by the 54th Geo. 3, for the particular purposes of 
the circuitous country trade (as it is called), which 
is audiorixed by that Act. That Act authorizes all 
^^' ^' his Majesty's -subjects to trade with the Cape of 
Good Hope, and any port within the limit9 of the 
East India Company's charter, as if the Cape of 
Good Hope. had been within those limits. It is 
thetefore for the purposes of that Act alone that the 
Cape is made within those limits. It would have 
been extremely questionable, whether the Company 
could have granted such a license ; it is perfectly 
plain they did not mean to grant such a licease. 
By the term ^' intermediate port *' they had only in 
▼iew those ports in their own limits, to which: their 
license under such terms would be cleariy coBsidtred 
as extending. ^ . 

It is not necessary for the purposes of this caM to 
enter upon the question, whether the manifest pro- 
duced . was sufficient ; but as the Court hasgriTea 
great attention to the subject, it may be convenrait 
tQ< state the opinion of their Lordships. Theie is 
BO general rule, as part of the law of nations, wfaidi 
prescribes the form in which manifests are to ht 
fliade; but by the statute il6th Geo. 3, which wbb 
cmp. 40, 8. 1. jsassed merely for the purpose of our own domeatic 
tvade, it is required that the manifest shall coidtaui 
the name or names of the port or plaoe whene-the 
cargio shall have been laden, the name uid built of 
the ship, with the admeasurement and tomsAge-- ac- 
cording to the register, the christian and surname 
of the master or odier person having the command 
of the vessel, the name of the port or place to whicK 
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the vesael belcmgs, and an accurate account of all the id28. 
cargo^ and the marks and number of the packages ;'' 
and this manifest is to be produced to the chi^ 
officer of the customs on clearing out, and to be 
indMsed and signed by him. It was found that the 
fi>nn of the manifest required by this Act could not 
be applied to the trade with the East Indies, since 
there was no custom-house officer there, who could 
authoiticate it in the terms directed, and therefore 
the 27th of the lajte King provides, " That in respect ci^>. 3«, ». ti. 
'' to ships despatched to any port, or place within 
*^ the limits of the charters granted to the East 
^' India Company, the manifests mentioned in the 
" 36th Geo. 3, shall be delivered to, and authentic 
'* cated by the p^son who shall deliver the last 
*^ despatches, who must be a servant of the Com- 
<« pany of not less than seven years standing, and 
'' for ships despatched from any port, or places in 
'< China by the Company's supercargo there." All 
this applies to the trade, which was at that time 
legal, that is, the trade of the United Kingdom 
proceeding to, or from a port of the United King- 
dom. By the 53d Geo, 3, the trade between the cap. 155. 
United Kingdom, and India is thrown open. It pro* 
vides that any of the King's subjects may for the 
first time carry on a private trade within the limits 
of the East India Company proceeding from, or to 
a port of the United Kingdom. By the 14th sec- 
tion of that Act it is provided, '^ That no ship or 
** vessel engaged in private trade under the autho* 
^' rity of that Act should be admitted to entry at 
'^ any port, or place within the United Kingdom, or 
** the limits of the Company's charter, until the 
^^ Master, or other person having the command of 

K 
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1828.^ ** such ship, or vessel, shall have made out, and ex- 

'' hibited a true, and perfect manifest of the cargo j 
** of such ship, or vessel, according to such form, I 
'* and subject to such regulations, as were then, or 
" thereafter might be prescribed by any Act, or 
•* Acts passed, or to be passed for that purpose.'* 
These terms must of necessity have referred to the 
forms by the law then required, as to the trade, that 
was then carried on within those limits, and the 
manifest therefore, that is there required, must be a 
manifest with those particulars I have before referred 
to. At the time of the passing of the statute of 
the 53d of the late King it seems to have been 
doubted by the Legislature, whether it would not be 
proper to allow his Majesty's subjects, thus per- 
mitted to carry on the private trade to and from the 
ports of the United Kingdom, to touch, and land 
their cargoes at an intermediate port ; a&d it seems 
also to have been a question, whether it would, or not 
be prudent to give to his Majesty's subjects generaWy 
authority to carry on trade, not merely within the 
limits of the charter, ^* to and from the ports of the 
** United Kingdom," but to carry it on generally 
within those limits, ** although n6t proceeding to or 
" from a port of the United Kingdom ;" and inas- 
much as no subsequent provision could be made 
without a breach of the contract with the £ast India 
Company, which was the eflfect of the statute of the 
c. 155. 53rd of the late King; it is provided by the 20th 
section of that Act, " that nothing therein contamed 
" should extend to prevent the making during the 
" further term thereby granted to the Company 
*' such further provisions by the authority of Pat- 
" Hament, as might from time to time be deemed 
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^ necessaiy for enabling his Majesty's subjects to i629. 

<< carry on tr^ directly, or circuitously, as well be- 

^* tween porUi and places situate without the limits 

^' of the Company's charter, and all ports, and 

** places, except the dominions of the Emperor of 

** China situate within those limits, as between the 

" United Kingdom and India." In pursuance of 

this reservation, the 54th Geo. 3, passed, and that ^^P* ^* 

Act grants to all private traders from the ports of 

the United Kingdom to ports within the limits of 

the East India Company's charter the privilege of 

landing their cargoes at any intermediate ports, that 

had been contemplated at the time of passing the 

former Act, and liberty is given to all his Majesty's 

subjects generally to trade within the limits of the 

East India Company's charter. Nothing is said in 

this Act about manifests. The question therefore 

ia, whether the trade thus a,uthoriEed by the 54th 

Geo. 3, and thus contemplated by the 53rd Geo. 3, 

i3 not a trade, to which the Legislature meant to 

apply the necessity of having manifests according 

to the form prescribed by the statute 53rd, Geo. 3 ; 

and it is the opinion of their Lordships, that inas- 

mucli as this very trade so authorized by the 54th 

Geo* 3, was contemplated by the 53rd Geo. 3, and 

is so expressed in that statute, that the terms of the 

manifeat required by the 53rd Geo. 3, are to be 

applied to the enlarged trade, which is authorized by 

the 54th Geo. 3. 

If that be the case, the manifest of the ship Lady 
Flora, coming from Canton, ought to have been 
signed by the supercargo of the Company there, 
ouebt to have contained the built and tonnage of 
the skip, and the name of the port or place to which 

K 2 
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1828. the ship belonged ; in all of which particulars die 
the manifest produced was defective. If it weie 
now therefore necessary to decide this cause with 
respect to the construction of the Acts as to the 
form of the manifests, their Lordships would feet 
themselves obliged to come to the conclusion on 
the principles which I have stated, that under this 
manifest the voyage was illegal. The conduct of 
Mr. Bird, and indeed of all the officers, was per- 
fectly justifiable; and the Master, in being per- 
mitted to land his cargo, has met with an indulgence 
to which, clearly by law, he was not entitled. 

The decree of the Court below must be affirmed, 
and the appeal dismissed, with costs. 

A similar actkm had been instituted by the ap- 
pellant in the court below against the Agent of the 
Bast India Company, <m account of the part be 
took in the detention of the Lady Flora. This 
was also dismissed, with costs, by both the Court o( 
Justice and the Court of Appeals in the Colcmy. 
An appeal was then instituted from these sentences 
to the King in Council, and it stood next in the 
paper to this ; but as the grounds jxpon which the 
decision in tht9 case was given applied equally to 
the other, it was not argued, and was also dismissed, 
but, by the consent of the Mr. Serjeant Bosanquet, 
die Counsel for the East India Company, withoui 
costs. 
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ON APPEAL FROM St, VINCENTS. 



JuJjr, 



Richard Satebs - - Appellant 

And 
.George Whitfield - - Respondent. ' August 3d 

This is the title of one of a series of no less than a coTenantin 
twelve appeals from different orders and decrees ofp^^^in 
made by the Chancellor of St Vincent's in the course ^ ^' ^**- 

dies to ooD- 

of the proceedings in one suit *, instituted by the re- tign the pn>- 
spondents against the appellants, who were mort- mortp^dU- 
gag^esy and judgment-creditors of two plantations in ^^^ ^ ^^ . 

^^^ . •' ® , * . mortgagee is 

that island, for the purpose of setting aside a sale not usurious. 
under certain executions, by which they had became a mortga^ 
purchasers of the mortgaged property, and also for b cnStSl^to 
the purpose of having some of the mortgage secu* J^? *^®°^' ®^ 
rities themselves declared usurious, and vacated aodmajr 
accordingly. These appeals principally related to SXi'STtiie 
questions of account between the parties, and em- »«!« of the pro- 
braced no matter of general, or legal interest ; some mortgaged 
of th^m were decided on the hearing by the Court, ****'*• 
but the greater part of them were referred to the mentbyT*"" 
arbitration of Mr. Burget- The two questions of J^|W^ '" 
the greatest importance that were decided by the (hoM supplies 
Coturt were, 1st, As to the legality of a covenant in ^ whS**"* 
one of th^ mortgages to consign the produce of the fo^^"*,^^ 

meat beiog 
• It is the practice in the idand of St. Vincent's to prosecute JJJ^^ '^ 
an interlocutory decree, notwithstanding it has been appealed be added to 



to the Fdvy Council, on the party, in whose favour it has ^ mortnge* 
been made, giving security to indemnify the other party in case charndT 
It should be reversed. . aguust the 

t To the kindness of his friend, Wm.Burge, Esq., late Attor- jl^o^ gg ^ 
ney-Oeneral of Jamaica, the reporter is indebted for a note of 
this case. 

K3 



134 CASES ARGUED AND DETERMINED 

1829. mortgaged property to the mortgagees, and of their 
Saters charges for commission upon such consignment 
«• 2nd, As to the power of mortgagees in possession to 

charge against the estate the amount of the money? 
which they had paid for supplies, and contingences 
furnished to it, before they had entered into posses- 
sion. These two questions were argued separately. 
The facts, upon which the first question arose are 
as follow : 

Andrew Ross and John Kean, by indentures of 

• lease and releajse, of the 30th of June and 1st of 
July 1802, mortgaged two plantations belonging to 
them, called Henry's Vale, and Peruvian Vale, with 
the slaves and stock thereon, to Thomas Hammond, 
as a security for the re-payment to him of 1 5,000 /., 
which he had then already advanced, and such 
further sums as he might thereafter advance to them, 
with interest thereon at the rate of 6 per cent, per 
annum. In this mortgage there was a proviso for re- 
demption of the premises by Ross and Kean, or one 
of them, their or either of their heirs, executors, ad- 
ministrators or assigns, on payment of the 15,000/. 
and interest at different stated periods^ the last ot 
which was the ast of August 1 807, and of any further 
sums, which Hammond might advance within one 
month after demand made in the manner theTein 
mentioned. There was also a covenant from the 
mortgagees to pay in the usual form, and a furtlier 
covenant in these words, " That they, the said An- 
'' drew Ross and John Kean, their heirs or assigns^ 
^^ or some or one of them, shall and will, 3rearly %xid 
** ineveryyear after the date of these presents. Until 

; •* the said sum of 15,000/., and all future advances 
" to be made by the said Thomas Hammond, as is 
" hereinbefore mentioned, with interest on the same/ 
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** shall be fully paid and satisfied, ship and con-^ issp; 

" sign, or cause to be shipped and consigned, unto ^""''^ 

'^ Messrs. Richard and John Sayers, in Dublin, or to v. 

'^ such other person or persons as the said Thomas Whithemf. 

^' Hammond, or his legal representatives, shall nomi* 

'' nate or appoint, all the crops of sugar, that shall 

** be manufactured, or made upon the said two 

*^ several mortgaged plantations and premises, to 

" be sold on commission for, or on account of the 

'' said Andrew Ross and John Kean ; and will 

^^ ship such sugars in such vessels, as the said 

'^ Thomas Hammond, or his representatives in tha^ 

'' behalf shall direct or require ; and shall and will 

'^ take and receive from the said Thomas Hammond^ 

" or bis attorney, or agent, all such plantation stores 

*^ as they the said A. Ross and John Kean may 

*' want for the use, and supply of the said mort* 

*^ gaged premises." 

The Sayers were merchants in Dublin, in part- 
nership with a gentleman of the name of Gordon, 
and the 15,000 /. was money belonging to the part- 
nership. Hammond was only a trustee for them, 
and they required him in 1803 ^ transfer the mort- 
gage to them accordingly by indentures of lease and 
release, of the 24th and 25th of March 1803, to 
which Hammond was a party of the first part, R0S9 
and Ann, his wife, and Kean, of the second part, 
and Sayers and Gordon of the third part, Hammond 
conveyed, and Ross and Kean confirmed the mort- 
gaged property to Sayers, Gordon and Sayers, sub- 
ject to the proviso for redemption contained in the 
fosmer mortgaged deed. 

At the time of the execution of the mortgage to 
Hammond a moiety of the Peruvian Vale ai^d the 

K4 
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leso. whole of the Henry's Vale estates were subject to a 
BAxmaA TP^^ mortgage to Messrs. Mannings and Co. ; the 
other moiety of the Peruvian Vale estate was also 
subject to a prior mortgage to Messrs. Slater and 
Robinson. The Sayers and Gordon, in the year 
1807, purchased the interests both of the Messrs. 
Manning, and Messrs. Slater and Robinson. Their 
mortgages were transferred to trustees in trust for 
the Sayers and Gordon. These prior mortgagees 
had previously obtained possession of the estates 
comprised in their mortgages, and in the month of 
May 1807 their agents gave them up to Gordon, 
who acted for the Sayers and himself. In October 
in the same year Sayers and Gordon brought &e 
mortgaged estates to a sale, and obtained a convey- 
ance of them to themselves in fee from the Provost 
Marshal»General of the Island. Under this con- 
veyance, they remained in possession of them till 
1814. On the 14th of April in that year the 
respondent and others, as the real and personal re- 
presentatives of Ross, who had before his deatb 
become entitled to the equity of redemption of the 
whole of the mortgage property, filed a bill in the 
Court of Chancery in St Vincent's against the appel- 
lant Sayers, his partners and others, for the purposes, 
which have before been mentioned, and thus com- 
menced the suit that gave occasion to this seriea of 
appeals. 

The appellant and the other defendants put in 
flieir answers to this bill, and various proceedings 
were taken in the suit ; and 'on the 29th of May 
1816, a decree was pronounced in it, by which tlie 
sale and conveyance by the Provost Marshat-General 
was declared illegal, and set aside ; and a reference. 
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was directed to the Master to inquire into all the J^^*^ 
accounts between the parties. From this decree 
Sayers and Gordon appealed to the Privy Council, 
who, however, confirmed it, so far as it related to 
the setting aside the sale, and conveyance from the 
Provost Marshal-General, but made some alterations 
m it, as to the accounts directed to be taken. In the 
mean while the Master proceeded to take the ac- 
counts, as directed by the decree of the Court below. 
On the same day, that he made his report, the Chan- 
cellor of St. Vincent's, on the petition of the respon* 
dent Whitfield, directed several issues to be sent 
to be tried at common law. One of these issues 
was to try, ** whether the commissions on the con-* 
'^ signments of sugars, that were stipulated, and re- 
** served by the deeds of the 30th of June, and 31st 
'^ of July 1802, to be made to Sayers and G<^- 
** don by the said Ross and Kean, were band fide 
** intended, as a remuneration to the mortgagees 
*^ fc^r selling those sugars, or as a colour for taking 
'' iiM»re than the lawful interest cm the loan thereby 
'^ secured." Another was to try, " whether the 
^' proviso, or covenant inserted in those deeds, that 
'^ Ross and Kean should purchase all the colonial 
^^ supplies for the estates mentioned in those deeds 
'* of Hammond, the mortgagee, until the whole ei 
^ the mortgaged debt was paid, was a fair and cus- 
** tomary stipulation, or a colour for taking more 
'< than Uie lawful interest thereby secured." 

These issues were tried by a special Jury on the 
igfh of May 1818. The appellants made default^ 
and did not appear. The Jury however found, upon 
the evidence produced by the respondent on the 
first issue, that the commissions on the consignments 
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1820. actually received and sold were bonAfde intended 
^^^^ as a remuneration for the sale of such sugars, and 
^* all commissions, and other charges on sugars not re- 
ceived were a colour for taking more than the lawful 
interest on the loan secured by the mor^age^deeds ; 
on the other issue, that the covenant that Ross and 
Kean should purchase all the colonial supplies from 
the mortgagor until the whole of the mortgage- 
debt was paid off was not a fair, or customary sti- 
pulation, but was a colour for taking more than the 
lawful interest on the loan secured by those deeds. 

On the cause coming on to be heard, after the 
trial of these issues on the equity reserved on the 
i8th of June 1818, the Chancellor pronounced his 
decree, that the deeds should be declared usurious. 
Exceptions were then taken by both parties to the 
Master's report, and it was in the shape of an ap- 
peal from a decree overruling one of these excep-> 
tions by the appellant to the allowance of conunis- 
sion, freight, and incidental expenses on all sugars 
sold by Sayers and Gordon, on the ground of the 
usurious nature of Hammond's mortgage ; that the 
first question as to the legality of the coveuaxxl for 
consignments, and freight, and the power of the 
mortgagee to charge commissicm on such consigu* 
ments, came before the Privy Council. 
. The Board intimated it to be their opinion, at the 
commencement of the argument, that as the mort- 
gagees had actually paid the freight themselves they 
were entitled to charge for what they had paid^ and 
therefore the question of the legality of the charges 
for freight was not argued by the Counsel for the 
respondent. 
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HomCf (K. C.) and Garrattj for the Appellants, 1820: 
relied upon the authority of Bunbury v. Winter^ 
I Jac. & Walker, 255, that a mortgagee lending 
money upon the security of an estate in the West 
Indies is allowed the benefit of a covenant for the 
consignment. 

RosSj for the Respondents : — 
Bunbury v. Winter was not the case of a mort- 
gagee in possession, as the present is, but of persons 
taking a covenant to consign the produce of a plan* 
tation to them, as a remuneration for their becoming 
securities to Government to a very large amount for 
the proprietor of it. Chambers v. Goldwin^ 9 Ves. 
254, was however a case like the present, of a mort-* 
gagee in possession, and there Lord Eldon decided, 
that a mortgagee could not stipulate for any advan* 
tage beyond the interest of his mortgage, and could 
only charge for such commission as he had himself 
actually paid. The appellant is not entitled to 
charge for a single farthing beyond what he, and his 
partners have actually disbursed. It is not pre- 
tended that they have paid any commission to third 
persons, and they can not be permitted to claim 
it on the ground, that another consignee must have 
been found, and would have been entitled to his 
commission, if they had not acted in that character 
themselves. InLangstaffv.Fenwick, loVesey, 405, 
the Master of the Rolls would not allow a mortgagee 
to charge commission, as a receiver, although if he 
had not acted as such, some other person must have 
been appointed for that purpose. The same prin« 
ciple applied to a mortgagee acting, as consignee^ 
as to a mortgagee acting, as a receiver. The appel* 
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1820. lant can not therefore be entitled to any charge 
for conunission from the year 1807, when he and 
his partners obtained possession of the property^ to 
the year 1815. Independently however of this ar- 
gument, which does not affect the prior years from 
1802 to 1807, these mortgages have been declared 
void in the Court below, on the ground of usury in 
the covenant to purchase the plantation-stores of the 
mortgagees ; for even if the covenant for conmussion 
was legal, yet coupled with the other covenant 
it can not be supported. If then the mortgages 
are declared to be usurious, the appellant can 
not, from the beginning in 1802, be considered as 
entitled to the benefit of any of the covenants con- 
tained in them. These covenants, too, were most 
oppressive in their effects, as they obliged the owner 
of the plantation to consign his sugars to Dublin^ 
where they were sold at a fsur less price, than 
they would have been, had they been consigned to 
London. 

Lord Wykford: — 

If we were to admit that this covenant in the 
deeds is tainted with usury, still we should be 
bound to say, that the Master has done right in 
allowing the freight, and other charges incidental to 
the conveyance of the produce of the estates to 
Europe, which the consignees have paid to other 
persons. Although the deed may be void on accouixt: 
of usury, yet if you apply to a Court of Equity to be 
relieved from it, you must do equity ; and what pre- 
tence is there for saying, that although the coex-* 
signors have the right of having their sugars and 
rums carried to market, they are not to allow ix^ 
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Mcoimt to the consignees the monies, which they isso. 
have expended in the transport of them. The rule 
of equity is, that the borrower is to be relieved from 
all excess above legal interest, in whatsoever shape 
the excessive charge may be attempted to be im- 
posed on him, and from nothing more. Money 
actually disbursed by the consignees for the benefit 
of the consignors cannot be converted into charges 
made by the consignees for the purpose of obtaining 
illegal interest. If the Court rejected such charges, 
it would go beyond the bounds of redress, and would 
inflict punishment This a Court of Equity never 
does* With respect to the commission, which the 
consignees have charged for their own labour in 
selling the proceeds, I at first thought, that as the 
jury on the trial of an issue in the island had found, 
that it was usual for mortgagees to stipulate that 
the consignments of the produce of the mortgaged 
estates should be made to themselves, and that such 
consignees might charge a reasonable commission on 
the sale, and that the commission charged in the 
present case was a reasonable commission, there 
could be no objection to this charge. The finding 
of the jury had, as I thought, purified the case 
from all taint of usury. Afterwards I found the 
cases of Chambers v. GoldwiUy 9 Vesey, 271, and 
Xsangstaf v. Fenwick, 10 Vesey, 405. From these 
cases I learnt, that charges which had a tendency to 
usury should be disallowed in account. The great 
respect I feel for Lord Eldon and Sir William Grant, 
who decided these cases, made me doubt whether 
the view, which I had taken of the present was cor- 
recty and I recommended this Board to pause before 
it pronounced any opinion. We have since fully 
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,^^^^ considered this question, and now think, that any 
further pause might excite alarms, which might be 
injurious both to the West Indian merchants and 
planters. For my own part, I am satisfied that 
I am not influenced by any partiality for my own first 
impressions, when I concur in the judgment, which 
I am about to pronounce, that there is no objection 
to the charge for reasonable commission in this 
case. 

The authority of former decisions is in &vour of 
such a judgment. The cases to which I have already 
referred related to receivers, between whom, and 
consignees there is a material distinction. A mort- 
gagee has a right to take possession of the mort- 
gaged estates. If you allow him to convert himself 
into a receiver, and charge fees as such, you will 
tempt him to take possession of them, when possession 
is not necessary for his security, and thus occasion 
great embarrassment to the mortgagor, and injury to 
the property in mortgage. The practice of a mart- 
gagee in possession charging fees as a receiver, al- 
though he receives the profits for the liquidation of 
his debt, would, according to the language of the 
cases referred to, have such a tendency to usury, that 
the general rule of Courts of Equity should be not 
to allow 6uch a charge. To this rule there may be 
exceptions, but it will be for those who i^sh to 
exempt themselves from the rule, clearly to prove 
their grounds of exemption. 

These cases therefore are not applicable to the 
present ; but we find in Bunbury v. Winter y i Jac. & 
Walk. 257. 261, the right of a mortgagee to stipu- 
late, that the produce of a West Indian estate should 
be consigned to him, and of charging commission 
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on the saleB of such produce, expressly establbhed. 1829. 
Mr. Ross has endeavoured to distinguish that case 
from the present by the circumstance of the mort- 
gagee in that case not being in possession, and in 
this case of his being in possession. I cannot con- 
sider that circumstance as establishing any rational 
distinction, because a mortgagee out of possession 
may put himself in just when he pleases ; and there- 
fore there seems to me to be no reasonable ground to 
fiay, that there can be a diiSerence between the one 
case and the other. But there is also another case, 
ex parte the Assignees of Meek and another in the 
natter of Strickland v. Brickwood\ which bears 
strongly on this point. The note which I have of this 
caseseems to have been taken with accuracy, but as 
I do not know the note-taker I do not much rely on 



* The note of this case which was handed to the Court, was 
the following : Court of Chancery, August 20th, 1814 ex parte 
the assignees of Meek and another in the matter of ShiMand 
Y.BrickmHHL 

TbiB was a petition in bankruptcy, which involved the ques- 
tion, whether it was usurious for a merchant to advance money to 
another on a commercial speculation in consideration of having, 
besides the usual interest of 5 per cent, the cargo of a ship cen- 
allied to hha, and charging vapak the sale, in addidoa to 
brokerc^e, a commission for himself* called a mercantile coo^ 
miasion. 

It was in^sted by Sir S. Romillj, that to advance money upon 
interest, at the same time stipulating fbr other advantages, gave 
the transaction an usurious taint, and that a demand so infected 
with naory could not be proved under a commJaaioQ of Bank- 

mpt'^'* 

The Ix>nl Chancellor was of opinion, that what was denomi- 
nated a mercantile commission was a usual commission, in no 
respect falling withiii the scope of the laws enacted to prevent 
usury. 
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1 Jacob and 
Walker, 167. 



it. We have however one recent decision directly 
to the point in question, and the cases, which induce 
us to doubt, are distinguishable from the present We 
say therefore, on the authority of previous adjudi- 
cations, that this charge for commission should be 
allowed. If indeed a mortgagee stipulates ton 
charges, more than the usual commission, or mote 
than the mortgagor can prove, he could get his 
produce equally well sold and accounted for ; and 
that he has given notice to that effect to the mint* 
gagee ; we do not think more should be allowed to 
the mortgagee, than the mortgagor would have paid 
to any other safe, and respectable consignee, but con- 
sidering the practice on principle with this check, 
which we have thought it right to say, should be 
imposed on it, it cannot be either usurious in itself, 
or have any tendency to usury, oppression or impro- 
per charges. Against these we hold it to be the 
duty of Courts of Equity to protect debtors. We 
know from the inquiries which we have made, and 
from the authority of Lord Eldon, that this is the 
known mode of dealing between planters and mer^ 
chants. The putting a stop to an established prac- 
tice often produces a mischievous derangement of 
business. A decision having that effect should never 
be made, unless the evil arising from such a practice 
greatly counterbalances the good. This practice i% 
beneficial to the mortgagee, inasmuch as he derives 
from it the security of the produce, and the power of 
applying the proceeds in liquidation of his debt It. 
is more ; it is beneficial to the mortgagor, who, whexm 
his produce is consigned to his creditor, is certain of 
getting its value. In the event of the bankruptcy 
of the mortgagee, his debt will be awarded to hin^ 
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UDdbr &at clause «f the bankhipt laws, 6 Geo. IV;* 
c 16, s. 5O) whieli aHows mutual d^ts, and ciedito' 
to be jwtl^ set off, one against the other, and he will 
notte obliged to come in under the oommission, a^d* 
be^cbnteoted'wtth hia dividend with the other ci«edi- 
tans, if his produce were consigned to one, who waft^ 
nafc lus creditor, he might in the fevent of die failure of. 
hiBcomigneelose the^ whole, or a c<vi8iderable partof* 
it, &f diere woidd be no debt against -which it oould 
be nt o£ Accoi^ng to this practice his property, 
isiatsea^ 3ecure ; if the practice be departed- from,; 
he ia ^hwf s ia some degree of dang«^. It is desired 
toobj^ all persons, that their pecuniary wants should 
nptjbe disclosed to die world. The pecuniary wants 
of a phinbsr nuut sbcfa be known by his consignee ;* 
ifrtbne ^ivants are not to be supplied by the cott-^ 
sign^ but by some othei^ parson, his cr^t 9ittst 
ba iaxposed to several, instead of th^ knowledge of 
hifip^diSciilties being confined to tone, who is inte*«. 
restsvl iUiloeepi^g diem as sec^ret as possible^ c The 
Ufus^rtaittty" of the rdtuhis of West Indian property 
makOT fdantem particularly liable to audden^pecu*- 
niMfi dirtrtts. : These are Ho peiBons^ <p «ithom dii^ > 
cao iuuna «>ready a recourse, as to liieir cpnaignees^ 
wfao (^ am ccmfident, .from the. high* character of Brir 
tiehJffiMt Indian merchants) will alv^aysbe disposed 
to g^w> the^iuost prompt, and liberal assistance^ that 
t)ier4QU9mBistaiices of the planter will justify them in^ 
a&rdiag. 1 . r. .. . 

It has been said in argument, that die covenant to 
canaign to the. mortgagees has. inthis case, obliged 
the mortgagors to send their sugars to Dublin, when . 
it woqUI have been more* to their advantage- to have ; 
sent than to. London* Id* all these cases the ptroduoe : . 
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1829. must be required to be sent, where the mortgagee^ 
^~^ ' resides, otherwise he can have no security from it 

Sateiib 

V. If planters prefer the English to the Irish maiiet) 
WiiiTFiELD. jj^gy jjj^gj borrow what they want from EnglishmeDu 
There is no reason why this Court should adopt 
any measures which would have the effect of placii^ 
our Colonial possessions in greater embarrassments, 
than those, under which they at present unfortunately 
labour. It would be the duty of this, and evety 
other court, as far as it could, to afford assistance to 
these valuable appendages to the British Crown. 
They have difficulties enough to contend with. 
This court would add to these difficulties, if it put 
an end to a practice sanctioned by long usage, and 
which, in the view we take of it, is a practice as 
advantageous to the planter, as it is to the merchant. 
If it were interrupted too, it might prev^it capitalists 
from lending their money in the British West In- 
dies, and so deprive our own possessions of the 
advantage, which they now hold over the colonies of 
all other European nations, in having the aid of the 
greatest capitalists in the world to enable them to 
cultivate their estates. This would be a great pub- 
lic injury, because it might both prevent capital from 
being beneficially employed, and deprive one of the 
most productive branches of industry of the necessary 
means of support. After, therefore, the most serious 
consideration, we are of opinion that the chai^ of 
commission should be allowed. 



The next question of importance in thia case 
arose under these circumstances. Sayers and Oor- 
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dcn^ after they had taken possession of the mort* J^^ 
gaged proparty, had paid for the supplies and con- 
tingeBces of it during the time it waa in their 
kands, and the Master had allowed ^ amount of 
what they had so paid, as charges against the estate 
in his report. They had also paid several sums for 
some of the supplies, and contingences which had 
been furnished to the plantation during the time 
it was in the possession of the prior mortgagees, 
but which had not been paid for by them. Hie 
amount of those latter pajrments the Master refused 
to allow to be charged against the estate, and the 
appellant Sayers excepted to this report, because 
they were not allowed. The case came on before 
the Privy Council, on appeal from the decree con- 
firming the Master's report. 

Hcme^ and GarraU^ cited ScM v. Nesbitt as an uVesjuo., 
authority to prove, that it was the custom in the P' ^^' 
West Indies to allow such charges for necessary 
expenses against the estate* 

Mo$8 contended that there was no law in St. Vin- 
cent's that obliged a mortgagee to pay for supplies 
furnished to the mortgaged estate previously to his 
taking possession of it, and to prove that he pro- 
duced the collection of the statutes of St. Vincent — 

[Lord W^q/&rrf: — ^The question was as to the cus- 
tom* and not as to the statutes of the Island.] 

— ^No such custom was known there. Mortgagees 
were under no obligation, either legal, or equitable, 
to discharge debts incurred on such an accountp 
which could only be held to be mere simple- 
contract debts. If however they did discharge 
them^ they acquired no lien by that means on the 

L 2 
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I8S9. estate, or right to charge, what they had paid, against 
it. The Master had reported against this charge, 
and, indeed, although there was proof, that Sayers, 
and Gordon had paid for the supplies, yet there was 
no proofs that the supplies had ever been actually 
furnished. 

Lord Wtnfobd : — 

The Master has not reported to the Court, whe- 
ther there is any custom in the Island of St Vincent's, 
which gives to a person who furnishes supplies 
necessary for the management of an estate in that 
Island, a claim against the estate for the price of 
such supplies. We have reason to think, that such 
a custom prevails in most of the Islands in the 
West Indies. The existence or non*existence of 
such a custom is a question of fact, on which we 
cannot decide. But before we disallowed this 
claim, we should have felt it our duty to address 
his Majesty to send back the case to the Master, 
with directions to inquire whether there were any 
such custom in St Vincent's. 

But the common law of England is the commoa 
law of St Vincent's, and thus the rules which regu- 
late our Equity Courts regulate also the Court of 
Equity in that Island. We think it therefore not 
necessary to send this case back to the Master to 
inquire, as to the customs respecting charges on 
estates for supplies, because the respondents would, 
according to the practice of our Courts of Equity, 
have been entitled to charge the estates for supplies 
necessary for its management The right of lien, 
or of holding property, as a security for what is 
done for its preservation, or improvement, is in 
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England ^^letally eonfined to personal property 4 If 1829. , 
a man repairs a house, he must take cate to get paid "^"^^ ' 
by the person^ who employs him. If he were per^ v. 

mitted to charge the estate with his debt^ he might ^«**"^^«>- 
throw on a revereioner. or retnainder*man, those re- 
pairs which tenants for life are bound from time to 
time to do, in order to keep the estate in a proper 
condition. If the person^ who requires the repairs 
be tenant in feey the person: repairing wants no lien, 
as he may by a judgment of a court of law get the 
estate. Our law, therefore, is estaUished with a 
proper n^ard to th^ right of the tradesman^ and of 
all persons who have any interest in the estate re- 
paired, or improved. But there are estates in Eng- 
land, the produce of which cannot be brought to 
isarket without the aid of expensive perishable 
works. 
This is the case with alum^woiks and coalmines. Scottv.Nes- 

It has been decided, that in accounts to be taken *>itt,i4Ve?ey, 

p. 438. 

between different tenants of such estates, whatever 
one has furnished for the carrying on the wdtks^ 
shall be allowed, as a charge against the estate. 
Lord Eldon extended the rule that goveiUs the 
taking of the accounts of such estates to the ac^ 
counts of a consignee of a West Indian property. 
If the slaves on these estates are not furnished with 
the necessaries of life, if the works are not kept 
in order, or to use a comprehensive term familiar 
to colonists, the necessary' supplies and contin- 
gences are not provided, the plantation must be 
mined, for it is only by means of these that it is 
made productive, and derives its value. The land 
is worth little without the means of cultivating it, 
and fitting its produce for the market. Free la- 
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1829. bourers cannot be hired: either a stock of slaves 
must be kept up, or the land must remain uncul- 



Sayers 



V. tivated, and unproductive. When the crop is taken 



WatTrxBU). 



from the land, it requires mills to get the sugar 
from the canes, and all the implements of a distil- 
leiy to produce the rum. The management of 
such property is more like that of a manufactory, 
than of a farm in England. The slaves and ma- 
chinery may be easily removed, and as they coOf 
stitute the principal part of the value of the estate, 
the person, who furnishes supplies, has not the same 
security, as a man who trusts to the owner of an 
English estate, which cannot be taken away out of 
the reach of the execution of the creditor. The 
interest of all, who have any concern in West Indian 
estates, and, what is more important, humanity to 
the slaves, makes it expedient that those, who for- 
oish supplies, should he able to chai^ the amount 
of those supplies against the estate. The Master 
has in this case allowed such charges for the one 
period, but has not allowed them for another. This 
conclusion appears to us extraordinary, and we axe 
of opinion, that the whole of these charges ought 
to be admitted. 
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ON APPEAL FROM BERBICE. 

J. G. Cloot de Nieuwerkerk - Appellant. 

And 

William Reynolds, who had died ' 
since entry of the appeal, and Sa- 
muel FiREBRACE, who had been 
appointed in his stead 

James FRASER, a merchant and planter of Ber- a mandament 
bice, by his will appointed Jacob Van Imbyze Van djct^ought iwt 
Batenburg (then governor of the colony), John ^Jj^gJJj'^,, 
Ross, then an inhabitant of the same place, John execution of a 
Anderson, of London, merchant, and his (the testa- ^^^tiuu ° 
tor's) wife, to be his executors and executrix. On the ^V**"^*. 
death of the testator, in the year 1800, his two forward at the 
executors, resident in Berbice^ viz. Van Batenburg J^^°^** 
and Ross, took charge of his estate there, and con- in aa apoeai 
tinued in the administration of it until 1805, when el^rion ofa 
Van Batenburg was, at his own request, released Sentence the 
by the Court of Justice from his office of executor, nSreDter kico 
and La3rfield was appointed in his stead. About '^' »«r>t8. 
the same time the Court appointed William Munro, a/p^i^thejirs- 
and another person who declined- to act, guardians ^<^.o|\tb« ^ 
of the testator s minor children ; and his widow hav- teooe is ad- 

^ niittcd 
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1829. ing returned with Archibald Stewart, whom she had 

taken as her second ^usbaad^ to the colony, Stewart 

KERK and Munro obtained possession of the testators 

Reynolds. Property from Ross and Layfield. 

Death of Van In the year 1806 Van Batenburg died, having 

BatenboiK. appointed Sigismund Humbert and William Threl- 

fa\l his ^xecvitprs. 
Appointment On the 29th of January 1807, ^^^ Court of 
M<Cammon Justice, ou the petition of Stewart, appointed Wol- 



as sequestni- fert Katz and John M'Cammon, as intermediate 

tors ofFraser s . i i . i i 

estate. sequestrators, to take upon themselves m the place 

of Rojss and Layfield the administration of the 
testator Fraser's estate, and to collect, together 
with Stewart, the outstanding debts, with interdic- 
tion to Ross and Layfield to commit any further acts 
of executorship or administration over th^ estate of 
the said testator. 
Death of Ross After the making of this order Ross died, leaving 
IJlirSffttt. Layfield and one Robert Douglas his executors, and 
«er and Fair- on the 7th of December 1807, 1;1|6 Court of Justice 
ofKauaud dismissed Katz and M'Cammon, on their awn 
M'Cammon. petition, from their office of sequestrators, and ap- 
pointed James Eraser and Petsr Fairbair^ in thdr 
stead. 
Suit by the ^ ^^^ 7^^ i^oS^ Munro aad Stewart instituted 

IrefTchL ^ ^^^^ against Humbert and Thieliall, as the 
dren against executors of Van Bateuburg, and Layjieid and 
Uv^rv^^*^ Douglas, as the executots <^ Ross, to e<nnpel tkem 
j^'^mS "^ to pay certain sums which they all^^ed to be due 
judgment. from the estate of Van Batenbuig and. Ross to ii» 
estate of the testator Fraser ; ^d after yarioua prau 
. ceedings in the action, the Court of Jutfliee, oa tlie 
i6th of December 1809, pronowaoed a definitiva 
sentence thereon, and thereby a^udged and deoraed 
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that vftiiotift disputed items in Van Batenburg's and ^soio. 
Rmi's accounts thetem mentioned should be charge, 
able on their respectire estates ; and from the 
accounts made out in pursuance of this senteRce* 
tlie effect of it appears to have been to charge the 
(Mate of Van Batenburg with the paymast of the 
sum of 6,151^. 4^. 14 p. and tkeestateof Ross with 
the pftymeat of a sum exceeding 20,000 guilders. 

Fairbaim afterwards died, and the Court on the Appointment 
15th of July 1822, appointed the respondent, William ^^"^^t^^ 
Reynolds, to be sequestrator of Eraser's estate, in torof Fraser's 

■ -1 11 A « 1 , estate instead 

hfs place ; and he soon afterwards made out and ofFairbairn. 
defivered an account to the appellant and a person of 
the name of Cameron, who had then become the re- 
presentatives of Van Batenburg, in which he charged 
tikem, together with the representatives of Ross, 
with the sum of 55,758^. 14^. 8j9., being the amount 
of the whole of the sums which had been charged by 
the sentence of the 16th of December 1809, on both 
t!i!e estates of Van Batenburg and Ross, together 
with interest therecm from that time at 6 per cent* 

The appellant and Cameron having refused pay- institution of 
mesit of t&is denaad, the respondent, on the 5th of ^J^ JJ^^p. 
OdMxt 1822, caused his declaraticm and demand, peiiantand 
together with copies of the last-mentioned account reprem^-^ 
ittdtheaentenceofthe 16A of December 1809, to be £jj„ta^*" 
fifed, asid served on the appellant and Cameron and ^^ ^^ ^^p^ 
tbe l e p i esenta tives of Ross ; he therebfr demanded n^ "^ ^ 
<« tiiat they should be condemned to pay jointly smd 
^' serersRy to him, on receipt of due acquittal, tf 
*' neeid be, on the recordis of the colony, as also 
^' under due release and discharge, if need, with 
•♦ ' eeuaxOk of actbn to one of the defendants paying, 
^' ugatnst the others of the said defendants, ki 

M 3 
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lives of Ross 
dischaifed 
from Uie 

ftCCiOA. 



1829. " default of paying, if need be, also to be executed 
** in the registry of the said Court, the. capital sum 
" of 28,366^. 16 s. 4p.f with interest, as calculated 
Rbtkolos. ^' 1^ the account thereto annexed, on the said 
** capital, until the whole should be fully and 
'' effectually paid off, under deduction nevertheless 
^' of whatever sum or sums the defendants could 
'^ prove to have paid thereon^ or ought to be 
'' admitted as a part thereof, with corresponding 
'^ interest, making an express demand of costs of 
« suit," &c/ 

On the 23d of January 1823, Robert Douglas 
and John Cheney, who were at that time the re- 
presentatives of Ross, having alleged that his estate 
had long since, been utterly closed and insolvent, 
were released by the Court from all participation 
in the cause, so that the liability for the whole sum 
was thrown on the appellant and Cameron, as repre- 
sentatives of the estate of Van Batenburg. 
PieMofappel* The appellant having filed an extract from the 
minutes of the court, of the 7th of December 1807, 
set up, under reservation of all other pleas and defence 
which might thereafter be maintained if necessary, 
the plea of nan qualificatie^^ as also the plea of 
*^ tibi adversus me non competit haec actio,*' and 
answering subordinately and only in case the said 
exception should not be allowed, concluded to a re- 
jection of the demand cumexpensis. 

The respondent in his reply denied the validiQr 
of these exceptions, and fiirther insisted that if 
they were valid they did not warrant the ap^ 
pellant*s conclusion and answer, because such ex-, 
ceptions only warranted an absolution itom the in- 

* See Vaaderllnden's Instit., book 3, part 1, cwf. ft, jec. 15* 
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stance^ and not a rejection of the pkuotiflrs demand ; 1829. 
and be for this and other reasons rejected the excep- 
tions, conclusion and answer of the appellants, and 
persisted for reply according to the tenor of his de- 
claration and demand. 

The Court rejected the appellant's exception of Appellant's 
non qualificatky and ordered the parties to proceed. {J^^clmrt u^ 

The appellant then demanded admittance and a low. 
sight of the books of account of Fraser, alleging 
that the sentence laid over in the action referred to 
them. The respondent replied, that he had laid Appellant pec- 
over no books in the process, and therefore could excepSon of 
not give what he had not, and as before, on account non-compe- 
of the appellant's default to answer on the main 
question, requested bar and adjudication of his 
claim. The Court having ordered the appellant to 
answer on the main question instanter, it was alleged 
on his behalf that he conceived the respondent had 
no demand against him, and therefore declared to 
persist by his subordinate answer and exception of 
** tibi ad versus me non competit haec actio.'' 

The cause was then brought to a hearing, and the Sentence 
Court, by its sentence of the 28th of April 1823, Kid^^ 
condemned the appellant and Cameron to pay to Ihe Cameron, 
respondent the sum of 28,366^. \6s.^p. Holland 
currency, being the amount of the several sums de- 
creed by the sentence of the 16th of December 1807, 
to be brought to the credit of the estate of Fraser, as 
also the sum of 27,391 g*. 18^. 4j9. for interest there- 
on, as calculated, and condemned the appellant and 
Cameron in all costs of suit. 

Summation and renovation * having been, at the 

^ For the nature and effecU of these wriu see VanderlindcnV 
Instit., book 3, part i» cap. 91 sec 6, 15 and iC. 
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182Q. instance of the respondent, duly served on the ap- 

NiEuwER. pells^t, as one of the representatives of the estate 

KERK of Van Batenburg, in order to obtain due com- 

Reykolds. pliance with the said sentence of the Courts and he 

Writs of exe- hs^ving made default, the respondent applied for 

cutionand mjd obtained from the president of the colony a 

gyzeling taken ./• «•« -i- •■ i ti» 

out against ap- wnt ot gj/zcliHg* agamst him, and on the 7th of 
P**^"^- June 1823 it was duly served on him. 

Appellant's The appellant did not appeal from the sentence 

f^naHniS^ict ^^^^^ ^Sth of April 1833; but on the i6th of June 
against cxecu^ following, he and Camercm presented to the presi- 
dent of the Court, during its non-session, a petition 
for a mandament of penal interdict f against the eze* 
cution of the writ of gyzelingy and thereby alleged 
'' that the proceedings, as they were carried mi» 
could not set at rest the matter in dispute, because 
the respondent could not give a valid release and 
discharge, so as to defend them from being called 
on by the several parties interested in the estate of 
Fraser to pay over again the whole of the debt, or 
at least a share or shares of one or other of the hdrs^ 
and that the respondent ought to have acted not 

• For a full description of the nature of thk writ, whidi oU^^^ 
the person against whom it is obtained to show himself erefy day 
at a particular coffee-house until he does the act directed by the 
Court* and if he does not do it within a month, to confincsncnt 
in gaol, where if he continues without compliance with the 
order more than two months, his property may be taken in exe- 
cution to satisfy the amount of the damages occasioned to the 
party suing out the writ by his ebstkiacy,-— see Second Rgpeat 
of Commissioners of Inquiry into the Administration of Juatioe 
in the West Indies; Yanderliuden's Instit, book 3, part i, 
cap« 9, sec 14, 6# seq. 

t See Voet in Pand., L 43, tit. 1, da Imieriieiis^ Nb. 9 ; Vkn- 
derlinden*s Instit, book dr pv* \% cap. 4, sec $1 ^ Mf^ 
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Mlely, hut conjointly with tlic preseiit guardian of 
the minors Fraser, the gnardian of the minora 
Stewart, and the widow^ and representatives of 
the estate of Archibald Stewart. That the cause 
had ceased on account of which the Court had made 
the appointment of intermediate sequestrators in thei 
estate of Fraser, and that consequently the appoint- 
ment must of itself cease, and that every further 
interference without urgent necessity in the affair 
of persons who were not incapacitated by the act of 
the law to manage and administer their own afiair^, 
was illegal, null, and void; and that there arose 
therefore a ^ jus qusesitum/ to the appellant^ of 
opposing all proceedings of the plaintiff, by a regular 
exceptionof non-^uaUficatian. That the several persons 
interested in the estate of Fraser, who had all eom- 
mitted act of heirship, ;and accepted the estate^ not 
having been rendered by any law incapable of con- 
ducting their own affairs, were the sole legal repre^ 
stintatives of Fraser, s^d were the onl^ personal 
competent to grant a legal discharge^ and conse- 
questly the only persons who ought td proceed for 
the recovery ; unless it could be proved that an ur- 
gent necessity existed fot appoititing some othei^ 
persons to act with them. That the plaintiff had. 
demanded more than he ought to demand, for ft 
would appear from the accounts extracted from th^ 
bboks of Fraser, produced by the appellant, that thd 
estate of Van Batehburg only owed about Gfioogs^ 
teAd the accounts were made out by the representa* 
fites oftht estate of Fraser, and sevei^lly entered into^ 
the books of that estate, and rendered as far back as 
Ibe 1st of August 1810; and they rieferred to an ac- 
count signed Robert Proctor, and an extract from a 
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letter written by Munro to Layfield and Douglas, as 
executors of Ross, dated the 26th of December 
1810, stating that the account had been made up 
by the representatives of the estate of Fraser, conr 
formably with the sentence of the Court That there 
had thus been established an agreement as to the 
shares which Van Batenburg and Ross's estate 
respectively owed to the estate of Fraser, and a com- 
plete transaction regarding the amount of each 
respective share of debt due by each party ; and that 
the escepfw transactionUfy exceptio divirnnu^ ejccejh 
iio pacti CQfwenti sen de non plus petendo, were 
available fo him against the proceedings in execution- 
That independently of the aforesaid transaction Mui 
divisianj which of itself was sufficient to release the 
estate of Van Batenburg, the representatives of the 
estate of Fraser had filed their claim for 33,446^'^. los* 
in the course of the proceedings in the Court of the 
27th of January 1816, under an edictal summons 
by T. F. Layfield and R. Douglas, ^ as curators to 
' the estate of Ross, deceased, and James Sinclair, 
* curator to the estate of James Sinclair, deceased, 
' against all creditors and claimants on the late firm 
' of Ross and Sinclair, or Plantation Wigg, or the 
' separate estate of Ross and Sinclair' ; and the same 
was referred by the Court to the estate of Ross ; 
and that amount having been thus established against 
the estate of Ross, could not by any subsequent sen- 
tence of the same Court, or even by any attempt to 
deprive the appellant of his * Jus qtussitum^* as to 
his release from that amount, be brought back in 
account against him. And they objected to the 
sentence of the Court of the 23d of Januaiy 
1833, whereby Douglas and Cheney, as curators to 
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the estate of Ross, were released, and their names 1829. 
(ffdered to be taken off from the rubric of the cause* 
That the respondent had refused to produce in 
Court the books of the estate of Fraser, whereby it 
would have appeared that tbe account sued on and 
demanded in Court was an ex parte statement, and 
did not give such credit as ought to have been given; 
and that instead of the action which was brought 
against the appellant to be condemned in the pay-, 
ment, &c. the respondent ought to have sued him to 
take over the account thus corrected, pursuant to 
the sentence in December 1809, and liquidated the 
same they had taken over ; after which liquidation 
there would then be a defined sum in which the 
Court could condemn. That the sentence of the 
Court dated the 28th of April 1823 was . not 
conformable with the declaration and demand, 
inasmuch as it adjudged more to the respondent 
than he thereby demanded, for he admitted that 
deductions ought to be made, and made tender 
of cession of action. That the honourable member 
of court, Robert Douglass, even after the estate of 
Ross had been released, was mainly interested in 
the cause, in so far as the condemnation of the estate 
of Van Batenburg, in the manner in which it would 
lay after the release of the estate of Ross to pay the 
whole amount of the account, would for ever exclude 
any repress upon the estate of Ross or his heirs, and 
therefore he ought not to have concurred in the pro- 
ceedings and sentence given in the suit.^ 

The president of the Court, on this petition, inteidict 
granted thema mandament of penal interdict. The l^-j^n^^^f 
respondent, on intimation to him of the issuing of Court. 
the writ, presented his memorial to the Court, and 
thereby showed various causes of opposition theretd ; 
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1809. and the appellant thereupon presented his nietnorial, 
in which he endeavoured to sustain the interdict by 
repeating the sereral grounds stated in his petition. 
The Court having heard the parties, on the 3d of 
Set aside by February 18249 decreed the interdict to have been 
ap^' a^D8t ^''^^^gty ^^d improperly obtained, and ordered the 
that seoteoce. appellant and Cameron to do away the same fire^ of 
all costs, with interdiction ever to repeat it ; and 
admitted the respondent to proceed with the execu- 
tion of the sentence of the 28th of April 1823, with 
condemnatioii of the appellant in all the costs of 
those proceedings* From this sentence the appellant 
was allowed to appeal to His Majesty in Council* 

The respondent, Reynolds, died before he had 
transmitted to this country the necessary documents 
on his part ; and by an order of the Court of Civil 
Justice, Samuel Firebrace was appointed the seques* 
trator of the estate of the said James Fraser, in his 
place, and advocate '' pro Deo,'' for the purpose of 
protecting that estate. 

Adam (K. C«) and Henry, for the Appellants, — 

After stating the case, strongly impugned the 
sentence of the 28th of April 1823, for the reasons 
mentioned in the appellants' petition for the interdict. 
They tlMi contended that, if the judgment was 
wrong, execution ought not to have followed, and 
that it had been always the practice of the Privy 
Council, in cases where it had not approved of the 
judgment, to confirm the appeal against the execu* 
tion. In suppcMi of this position, they cited Hugen- 
h^ltz V. Wation* and Shand v. Brereton f* 

♦ For Hugenkobz r. WaUon^ see next case, 
t Chsrles ^umd and WaUam Shand, appellants, and William 
Brereton, re^ndont, waa a case heard before the Privy Council, 
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Horne (K, C.% and BurgCy fw the ResfKui* i»»g. 
dents : — * ^"^ 

NlEVWEBr- 

The gentlemen on the other aide, to make a case, ^^^^ 

Rbtsolm. 
on appeal from Demerara, on the ad of June 1827. The ap* 

pellanta were anigneea of a mortgage on a phntation caDed 
FMei's Hall, whidk had been made on the 3och of March 1803, 
prevkHidy to the eonqaest of Demerara by the Englirfi, and in 
wMch there wae s coTenant to consign the produce of the mort- 
gaged plantation to the mor^^ageei. The respondent, who was 
the possessor of the property subject to the mortgagCi did not 
consign the produce according to the covenant, and the appel- 
lant applied fiir and obtained a mandament of Penal Interdict 
to prevent his consigning it to other persons. Hie respondent 
apposed this, and on die hearing of his opposition put in a plea 
of ^ Nim Q^MficalU!* on the ground that the qipellants were 
not holders of the original copy {grtme) of die mortage. Hie 
Court beiowi by its sentence of the 19th ofJvij ifei, amniBed 
the interdict wkb costs. The appeDants then applied to the 
or^nal mortgagees^ «id discovered Aat nognnse hod ever been 
triten ontjiy them. Upon diis they took one out themselves, 
and i^n obtained an hderdiet upon the same terms as before. 
The respondent again opposed it, and put forward the plea of 
^Nan QfuUfieatie^ whidi was then rejected with costs; he 
then contended that by the convention entered into between 
Great Britain and the Netherlands on the cesnon of the colony, 
on die lath of August 1815, apowerwas pven to aH p r op rie t or s 
of estates, subject to mortgages made under the oM government, 
to redeem them, or renew diem upon certam terms therein menh 
tioned; and that as he had given due nodce in die Gazette of 
Ins intention to renew upon those terms, the appeDisnts were not 
entided to the benefit of the stipulations contahied in the or%imd 
contract. The appellants however contended dbt they had 
ofiered to renew upon the terms mentioned in die Gazette, when 
the notice appeared, and that die respondent had refused to 
renew with them, because they had not the original groae then 
in their possession ; notwithstanding which, they had served him 
with a solemn nodce of their willingness to renew. The sentence 
of the Court below, on the hearing of this opposidon on the 
18th of March 183a, was, that the interdict should be dismissed 
-with costs. Hie Privy Council, on the appeal from this sentence. 
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1829. have been obliged to refer to the grounds on which 
the sentence of the 28th of April 1823 was pro- 
nounced, and i^ich'are not before this Court. What- 




directed that it should be confinned, with liberty to the appel- 
lants to institute such proceedings in .the Court below as thej 
might think fit, for. the recoyery of costs, loss and damages suf- 
fered in consequence of the produce of the plantation Peter's 
Hall not having been consigned according to the terms of the 
mortgage of the 30th of March 1803. 

Simpson, as attorney of Charles and William Siand, appd* 
lant, and William Brereton, respondent, was another case be- 
tween the same parties, heard before the Friyy Council on the 
same day as the preceding, and it arose out of the same mortgage. 
The appellants had, after the assignment to theni, .obtained a 
See Vander- WSling Condemnation from the respondent for. the amount of 
^; ^^^'* the principal and interest secured thereon, and they passed this 
cap. 3,*s6c«3. before counsellor commissaries in the colony, on the 8th ef 
August 1817. Disputes having arisen between the puties, the 
respondents brought an action in the Court below for the pay- 
ment of their principal and interest. The Court, by its sentence 
of the 3 1st of April 1835, renewed the Willing Condemnation^ 
with liberty to the i^[>pellants to proceed in execution against 
the plantation Peter's Hall for the principal sum of 85,000^ 
Hollands currency, together with interest ; reserving, however, 
to the respondent his right in execution against the amount of 
interest whidi would be claimed under the sentence. The apr 
pellants took out execution for the principal sum of 85,000^1., 
and a.sum of money for interest upon it much exceeding its 
amount. The reqwndent obtained a mandament of Penal In- 
teidict against this execution, and the Court, by a sentence of 
the 13th of July 1833, confirmed the interdict, and ordered the 
respondents in Raue Actio to pay the appellants the amount of 
the original mortgage money, and a sum of money by way of 
interest equal to it. On the hearing of this case before the 
Privy Council, on the sd of June 1827, their Lordships were of 
See Van Leu- ^^^^^^ ^^ according to the law of Holland, the amount of 
weeu's Roman interest on a mortgage ought not to exceed the principal^ and 
^^ ^^> therefore that the sentence of the Court below, of the 13th of 
l^KiL4,cap.7, j^^ ^^^^ ^^^ ^^ ^ confirmed; but the appellant's couasel 
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ever this Court may do with regard to the interdict, 
that sentence muM still remain. The attempt here 
made is equally repugnant to the principles of the 
Civil, as it is to those of the English Law. After a 
demand has been established by the sentence of the 
Court beioWy and aft^r acquiescence in that sentence^ 
the appellant comes here to complain of the execu- 
tion of itf upon grounds which it was in his power 
to have urged on the hearing of the cause, as reasons 
fyt the Court makii^ a contrary decision from what 
they have v^ry pioperly done in the present case. 
The process of mterdkt does not issue from the 
Courts of DeBMwra and Berbice in cases where the 
sentence is disputed, but in cases where new facts 
have arisen after it has been jNronounced, or there 
has been some excess, or irr^rularity in the execu- 
tion of it. Here the reasons offered to induce the 
Court to grant the interdict were improper, because 
they impugned the judgment, not the execution. 
Voet, Comn. ad Pamd. L 44, tit. 1, numo. 7, 
says, '^Nec preetermittendum etiam post senten« 
'^ tiam in executione non modo opponi posse ex 
'^ jure civili Velleianse, Macedonians, et ceden- 
'^ darum actionum exceptiones sed et alise plures 
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iasisCuig that die lentence of the aist of April in that year was 
not so distmct as it ought to have been, and that the principal 
and interest ought to have been' ordered to hare been paid 
in Holkmd cunreocj payable at Amsterdam, the appeal was 
Oiderad to stand oyer, with liberty to the appellant to present 
a peCHton for leave to appeal against that sentence. He pre« 
sented a petition accordii^ly» which was heard on the 33d of 
February iSsS. On the hearing, the prayer of his petition 
was not granted. The petition was dismissed with 10 /. costs ; 
and his original ^)peal, which came on agab on the same day, 
was also dismissed. 
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1829. ^^ peremtofiee," si non impngnetur per eas aentei- 

J"^ ' " tia, «ed exectitio tantnin impediatnr, vel restm- 

XERK ^ gatnr." All the cases relating to interdicts that 

Reynolds. ^^^ ^ found in the hockB are OB circiuMtaiicea that 

hare happened subsequent to the jadgmait In the 

ease of Ht^enhe^ v. fVat^an^ which Was quoted 

on the other side, the Master oi the Rolls (Sir J. 

Leach), so &r from sanctioning the doctrine they 

contend for, would not hear the appeal against the 

execution of the sentaace, although^ under the pecu- 

Har circumstance of the case, he gave permission to 

the parties to enter an appeal against the sentence 

itself. In Shmd y. Brereton there were two appeals. 

In the one the interdict proceeded on an irregularis 

in the execution of the judgment, but in the othtf 

case between the saooe parties, on dNming caoM 

before the full Court below, the iirterdict wai set 

aside, and that decision was confirmed itt ^is Court 

The Counsel were desired by the Cowt to refirsHi 

from arguing the merits of the case. 

Aimn^ idi reply. 

Admitted that l^e two cases of Shand and Bnre- 
tan were inappKcable upon tibe present oeeasioD ; 
but he contended that it never could, in natural 
justice, be right that execution should issue when 
the sentence was wrong. There was nothing that 
Qttgltt ta psevenii peisans, whm tbey were iigwed bjr 
a decnee, from, appealing c^nst the exeeution of k. 
It was a general principle of law, that an executor 
should not be answerable for more of his testator*a 
estate, thaa had com^ ioto^ his possession, and tha;t 
ha was not weBpom^iA% fiir the acts, oc the negHgene^ 
of those joined with him in the exeeutonrhip. If 
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thk seateBce, kowe^r, mm to be carried into effect, 
the appellant would kave to answer not only for 
what he was properly chargeable with, as the re* 
presentative of the estate of Van Batenbur^, but 
also fer all that had been receiTed, and not ac- 
oomited for by Ross. The truth was, the merits 
of the case were ne?er entered into before the 
Court below. The appellant's exception of nsn-fua-- 
Kfic^im and plea to the cmnpetency. of the plaintiff 
in ^at action ware overruled. He still persisted in 
his exception, and refused to plead over to the 
merits. He thought he had good ground to go 
upon, he was mistaken, and such ccmduct perhaps 
could not be legally justified^ But because the 
merits were not gone into before the sentence, there 
was no reason that they should not be discussed 
afterwards, especially in this Court, which did not 
suffer itself to foe bound by technical rules, but 
always endeavoured to reach the real truth and jus- 
tice of the cases brought before it. Here the appel- 
lant was only the representative of other parties, and 
if their Lordships should feel disposed to overrule the 
present appeal, it was to be hoped that they wouM 
not punish the persons really ihterested for the perti^ 
nacity of their representative, and Aat they would 
therefore, in this case, allow the appellant to enter* 
an appeal against the sentence of the 28th of April 
1823, as had been done in the case of HugenhoUz 
T. Watson. 
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Lord WTNjeoRD:-«^ 

Mr. Adam, at the close of his argument, has 
applied for leave to appeal against the original judg^ 
ment pronounced in this case: that would have 
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18^9. been the proper course to have pursued otigiiiallj, 
but we have no matter now before us to enable us 
to decide whether we should now let him in to 
appeal or not. He is, indeed, perfectly correct in 
what he has stated, that it is the practice (^ this 
Court to advise his Majesty to pass by matters of 
form, and to get at the substance and real justice of 
the case ; but we must be careful that we take the 
right course to get at that justice. After the shame- 
ful delay that has taken place in this cause, owing 
to the scandalous pleadiiig of the appellant, we 
should like to hear a great deal more of the original 
judgment, than we now know, before we should be 
disposed to let the parties in to appeal against it. 
I can conceive many grounds on which that judg« 
ment may be perfectly consistent with equity and 
justice. Mr. Adam aajs that one executor is not 
answerable for the acts of another. So general a 
jNFOposition (even if it can be admitted according to 
the law of Holland) must be subject to this proviso, 
that there has been no connivance, or negligence on 
the part of the one who desires to be excused. 
Here there is strong reason to presume connivance. 
Both the executors were living in the same colony, 
and most probably near to each other, and both 
have been proved to have kept the trust property 
in their own hands for several years, instead of 
bringing it to account for the benefit of the testator^s 
family. In such a case we should not inquire which 
of them has embezzled the laigest proportion of the 
funds committed to their joint care, but we ahofuld 
say the conduct of these parties has been such, that 
each of them must answer for the acts and defaults 
<^f the other. These trading executors must be 
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Strictly watched.; not only what they do, but what 
they permit to be done, must be attended to ; they 
must not be allowed to keep open the accounts of 
their testators' estates, that they may prolong the 
period during which they are to receive lo per 
cent on the proceeds of the property. 

But the Court are inclined to dispose of the case 
upon this short ground, that it would be a most in- 
convenient doctrine, and inconsistent with the prin- 
ciples of justice, to allow a man to appeal against 
a writ of execution, and upon that appeal to go into 
the merits of the original judgment. It would in- 
crease that delay, which is at present one of the 
greatest curses in the judicature of the West Indies, 
if. a man was not bound to appeal when the judg- 
m»it was given, but was allowed to wait until these 
writs had run their time. Let us remember that we 
are, in 1829, disposing of a judgment in a suit insti- 
tuted in 1807. If we delay still longer the execu- 
tion of that judgment, it will be productive of great 
inconvenience and expense. I shall, as long as I sit 
here, endeavour to make people appeal in the first 
instance, or consider that they have waived their 
light to do so. 

In this case, I think, the Counsel for the re- 
spondent have pat the point on which we are 
to decide, on a ground that is unanswerable, and 
which their learned opponent has not attempted to 
answer. If (say they) you appeal against a penal 
interdict (which is like our auditd quereld\ it must 
be on account of something that has occurred be- 
tween the judgment and the execution; you can go 
into no matter that might have been offered to the 
Court before such judgment was pronounced. The 

N 
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id^. original judgment stands untouched, and tke onljr 

^ admissible ground of complaint is, that the exeeu>- 

KERk tion was not wam^nteil by it We may conclude 

UsTxoLDs. ^y implication fnm the words of the learned writer 

that have been cited to us, that by an appeal against 

the execution you admit the justice of the judgment, 

and that is a principle undoubtedly cmisistent with 

the law of our own country, and founded upon com- 

Bion sense. 

I cannot say I think the appellant will ever be 
able to present the sort of case that will entitle us 
to do what was done in the case of Hugenholtz v. 
Watson. I have the petition before me, which was 
presented in that case, to enter an appeal against the 
original judgment. That is the kind of petition 
which ought to be presented here. If it is pres^ited, 
the Court will deal with it according to its merits ; 
but this appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 
No petition for leave to appeal against the original 
sentence was presented on behalf of the appellant. 



The practice in Holland seems to have been fomieil j in con« 
fonnity with this decision. 

Van Leuween, in his Censiira Forensis, pars i, lib. s, cap. 93, 
sec. 14, states it in these words : '< Ipse condenmatus, si execu* 
** tioni se opponere ¥olu^rit, propterea quod executio es^tia brdi- 
** nem, et procedendi modum intentatpr, ipsum sententiae 
" sensum invertat, aut secus, quam ejus tenor permittit, inter- 
** pretando inique adversus condemnatum exequatur, aut quod 

** soltttiooeiiiyCoinpeDsaticiiieinyautaliudpeveiiiptoriumreiQediuiii 
" allegare volueri^ superioribus tribunalibus baud aliter, quam 
** per poenale mandatum ad id impetr^dum, executionem 
<< impedire, aut inhibere potest, quia condemnatus adveisus 

ft. 
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** aententiae executionem regulariter audiri non potest, quod 
" appellationis vice fungitur, quae licet adversus executionem 
<< admitti oon debeat> in excessu tamep et pro solutionis, com- 
*< pensationis, aut simili peremptoii4 exceptione admittitur, si 
'< Diodo de iis liquido constet. In inferioribus tamen tribunali- 
<< bus per praxin introductum est, ut indifferenter tam ipse 
« cosdemnatus quam quivis alius sese executioni opponens 
<< admittitur suspensd interim executione ad proximum diem 
'< juridicum, quo oppositionia suas rationes proponere tenetur,** 

See also Grotil Gul. Isagoge ad praxin Fori Batayici, lib. 3, 
cap. 7, sec. ao ; the Codex, lib. 7, tit. 65, 1. 5 ; and the Pan* 
d^Gts, lib* 49> tit i» h 4. 
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ON APPEAL FROM DEMERARA. 

NATnANiELHuGENHOLTZ (asAttomey \ ^ .. . 
for Messrs. Spoors & Sprenger) l^muant. 

And 
Richard Watson (as Attorney for 1 p^^^^. 
Mrs. Elizabeth Brotnerson) - • j ^^ 

A claim made ON the 23d of April 1789, Joseph Brotherson, 
for^m"^ a planter of Demerara, signed and acknowledged 
mooey, Ho^ before the tribunal of the first instance, at Middle- 
held to meau' burgh, in Holland, according to the forms of the 
?fVe"Sony, ^utch law, a deed or instrument by which '' he for 

which i» called « himself, and for his wife, the respondent, Eliza- 
Hollands cur- 1 1 T> 1 ri* l»l Tl^ll 

rency. " beth Brotherson (for which purpose he had been 

A plaintiff «« duly authorized by a power of attorney from her) 
out execution '' jointly and each in sdidunij acknowledged to be 
Sow tSTanT' " indebted to Messrs. Spoors & Sprenger, mer- 
»um of money " chauts, within the said town, a capital sum of 
rtncy,^lw\eA " 11,662 pounds 6 schcllings and 9 grote, Flemish, 
tence oAhe"' " ^^ 69,974 guilders 8 pennings ; and promised to 
Court at De- " faithfully pay and discharge the same, to the 
»u«m™of8uch " said Messrs. S. & S., or those that might obtain 
ihe^round " ^^^^ right or title, by yearly instalments of 3,000 
that it was " guilders or more, but not less ; and to pay interest 
due on amort. " ^u the Same Capital sum as long or for as mucli of 
SSand^and " ^^ ^ should remain unpaid, at the rate of 6 per 
that there u ^' cent per annum, such interest and yearly instal- 
on5 percent " Hieuts to be remitted before the successive days of 
^nliandi^^ " payment, by produce or good bills of exchange, 
rwicyofHoi- " without prejudice to the power of Messrs. S. & S. 
HoitmdscJ^ " ^^ demand the whole capital, provided they gave 
rency of De- « ^ year s Warning ; and for performance and secu- 
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** rity of the said capital sum and interest, the said 1 8do. 
" J. Brotherson declared specially to bind and mort- HuoENHo^xa 
" gs^ his cotton estate, called Elizabeth Hall, v- 
" situate in the said colony of Demerara." This ^"*^* 
deed also contained covenants from Brotherson, ta 
consign the produce of the plantation to, and to pur- 
chase the supplies for it from Messrs. S. & S. 

Elizabeth Brotherson became on the death of 
her husband, in 1816, the sole proprietress of thet 
plantation Elizabeth Hall. Some disputes arose 
between her and Messrs. Spoors & Sprenger, re- 
specting this mortgage, and in the year 1822 the 
appellant filed a claim or demand in the Court of 
Criminal and Civil Justice in the colony, against 
the owner or owners of the plantation. In this claims 
he exhibited the mortgage-deed of 1789, and two> 
accounts current made out in guilders and stivers* 
Hollands carrenofy founded thereon, between Messrs^ 
Spoors & Sprenger, and the plantation ElizabetL 
Hall, showing a balance against the plantation of 
83,542 g<$« 16 St. Hollands currency ^ with interest 
thereon from the 3 1 st December 1821. To this claim 
the respondent put in a claim and demand in re convene 
tione*^ and an answer in conventione. On the 14th of 
January 1825, the cause came on for a hearing, and 
the Court ordered it to be referred to f i^ swora. 
accountant, to take the accounts between the parr 

^ For the nature of a defence of thia descripdon, which re*- 
sembles our cross-bill in equity, see Van Leuween's Roman. 
I>utcli Law, book 5, cap. 18 ; Vanderlinden's Institutes, book 3,^ 
part 1, cap. a, sec. 18 ; and Voet, in Pan. Kb. 5, tit. 1, Nos. 78 
to 89. 

^ For a description of the nature and duties of this office^. 
whicli appear to be very similar to that of a Master in Chance^y^. 

N 3 



173 CASES ARGUED AND DETERMINED 

1830. ties. Upon his report of wbat was due to Messrs. 
UvGzsnovn Spoors & Sprenger, the Courts on the igth of May 
V* in the same year, condemned the respondents to 
pay to the appellant, on cancelment of the mort- 
gage -deed, the sum of 44,5^2 gi. 5 st. 4 p. 
Hollands currency y with interest from the 1st of 
January 1823, and the sum of 79398 gs. \2 it. Tp, 
Hollands currency, without interest^ with con- 
demnation of the respondent in the costs of the 
suit; and declared the plantation EUxabelh Hall 
cum annesis liable and executable for this sen- 
tence. 

The respondent paid the appellant the costs, and 
tendered him the two sums 44,^02 gs^ 17#« up* 
and 79398^^. 12^. Jp.y with interest on the fint 
, sum from the 2i6t of January 1822 to the 13th 
of May 1825 {^^ clay on which the tender was 
made), amounting altogether to the tom of 
619023^^. 17^. II p^ in the currency of the colony, 
which is generally called Hollands current* 
This tender was refused by the appellant, who 
claimed an additional sum of 15 per cent on the 
amount tendered him, to make up the difference 
between the then currency of Holland, in which he 
contended the payment ought to be made^ and tiie 
colonial currency called Hollands currency ; and he 
proceeded to take out execution against l^e plaata* 
tion. The respondent then paid the amount of his 
tender into court, and obtained a mandameftl of 
penal interdict^ prohibiting the appellant from pro- 
ceeding in such execution. The appellant then 

eee the 2d Report of the Commissioners for Inquiiy into the 
Administration of Criminal and Ciril Justice in the West ladies* 
page 17. • 
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petitktted the Gofurt to s^t aside this mendamefa, uso. 

and to pennit him to proeeed in etxecntioix for the 

sums ordered to be paid to him by the sentence of 

the 19th of May, and that payment should be made 

of them '* either in billa^ mentioning the cauM debitij 

** drawn on Holland or on England, made payable 

** on Holland for the amount in guilders, Hollands 

*^ currency f ot in cash, Demrora currency; and 

*' if in cash, Demerara currency, tlieti t^ith the 

'^ addition of 15 per cent agio on the amomtt in 

'' Hollands Cufrency^ or ia such other manner m ih^ 

^^ Court ehould please to direct ^'^ 

On the Idtb of July 1 &a5, oft the heidring of thi9 
ojHpositiois the appelkoit produced etide»(ie ta sfadw 
that the difference between the then cietual currency 
of Holland^ and the colonial currency ealled HoI-> 
lands currency^ wts i^p^ c$ent The Court, how-* 
ever, by its sentence on that d«y, confirmed the 
interdict, and in Roue Actie (with regard to the 
main or original question betweesn the parties) com 
dettmed the appellant to receite^ in fall satisfaction 
of the sentence of the 19th of May, the sun paid 
by the respondents into- court, as being the usfount 
of capital and iiiterest due oA thfe said sent^ee of 
that day, under dednetion nevertheless of thci costs 
incurred in depositing the said sun^ and subject to 
tlie cancelment of the mortgage, with condemnation 
of the respondent in costs of the proceedings. 

From this sentence, the appellant appealed to his 
Majesty in council. On the appeal coining on for 
hearing before the Priry Council oa the loth of 
May 182&, it was ordered to stand over for a week, 
i^ith liberty to the appellant to present a petition 
to appeal against the sentence of the 19th of May 

N4 
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1830. 1825. He presented a petition for tbat purpose, 

HucEVHoiTx ^^^ ^^ ^^ 7*^ ^^ J^^® ^^^^ ^^ grantOjd permission 
;»*^^ to appeal. The former appeal was then ordered 
to stand over, and the case came on before their 
Lordships, on both appeals, on the 20th of February 
1830. 

Adam (K. C) and Pembertan (K. C), for the 
Appellant : — 
There are two questions in this case t first, whe- 
ther according to the terms of the original contract 
the appellant is entitled to the principal, and interest 
secured on it, in Hollands money current in Holland ; 
2dly, whether, being so entitled, he made a proper 
demand of what he was entitled to in his claim. 
On the first point it can only be said» that the mort- 
gage was made at Middleburgh in Holland and 
the payments of the interest and of the instalments 
were stipulated to be made either in produce or good 
bills of exchange to the appellants, who were mer- 
chants residing at Middleburgh. It cannot therefore 
be doubted that the original intention of the parties 
to the mortgage-deed was, that these payments 
sbould be in Hollands currency in Holland. It 
would be just as reasonable to say, tbat yom 
could satisfy a mortgage made in England of 
lands m Jamaica, by a pa}rment in Jamaica cur- 
rency, as to say, that you could satisfy a mortgage 
made in Holland of lands in Demerara, by a pay- 
ment in Demerara currency. As to the other ques- 
tion, the claim set out the mortgage, and referred to 
two accounts kept by the appellants in Dutch mon^ 
in Holland, in which they had given credit to the 
respondents for the shipments of produce, which had 
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been consigDed to them in pursuance of the stipu- ^ >^^Q^ 
lations in the mortgage, when they had received HuosNnoLTs 
them, and converted them into Dutch money cur- 
rent in Holland ; the claim therefore must be pre- 
sumed to ask for payment in the only money to 
which it refers. 

Pepys (K. C), and Tttd^ for the Respondents : — 

The appellant got by the judgment what he 
asked for in his claim. Now, can a man be heard 
\o complain against a sentence which gives him 
what he asks for ? After the sentence, the appellant 
says he is entitled to 15 per cent more than what he 
gained by it, to make up the difference of exchange 
between Demerara and Holland; but the rate of 
exchange continually fluctuates : this demand arose 
during a long period of years, and in order there- 
fore to entitle him to have anything on account of 
this difference^ he ought to have asked for a refer- 
ence to the sworn accountant, to have inquired 
into the rates of exchange between the countries 
during that period; he asked, however, for nothing 
of the kind, and had he done so, his demand would 
have been met upon the merits. The only point 
disputed between the parties in the court below, 
previously to the sentence of the 19th of May, was» 
whether the appellants were entided to simple or 
compound interest. There is nothing whatever^ 
either in the original mortgage-contract, or else- 
where, to show where the debt was contracted. But 
this question has been previously decided by this 
Board in Shand v. BreretMy in which the mortgage 

* See p. 160, Bupnu 
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\99Q. was made uiider exactly similar circimiBUiioes ; tbe 
HvGsvooLfz ^y difference between that ease and the pregeitf 
*• is that the mortgi^ in that eajie had the additicHial 
security of a wilUfig candemnatioih 

Adanij in reply : — 

The decision in the case of Shand v. Brereton 
was upon the gronmd that there Was no appeal 
against a sentence of* toiUing condemnation. Hollands 
currenof is a term used in the colony to distinguish 
an account kept in guilders and stivers fin>m one 
kept in poimds sterling; but by referring to a 
TooTi^;s^^ made and accounts kept in Holland, it is 
clear that the appellant must have meant by the 
term Hollands currency^ money current in Holland* 

The Master of the Rolls : — 

The Court of Justice in Demerara in thia case 
made a decision, ordering the respondent to pay to 
the appellant a certain sum; the respondent ten- 
dered to the appellant the amount of the sum 
awarded to be paid by him ; this tender was refused, 
and the respondent, by an application for an inter- 
dict, then called upon the Court below to give aeon 
stmction to their former decision by a new decree. 
The Court declared that it meant only by their first 
decree to give a sum in guilders, and tint a iHt>per 
tender had been made in performance of it Against 
this last decision the present appellants cqppealed : 
upon hearing their appeal, their Lordships were of 
opinion that the Court below could not have done 

• See Van Leuwee&'s Roman Dutch Law, book 5, cap. 35, 
lec. 8, 
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Otherwise than decide that the respondenti had 1^30. 
tendered that sum in guilders at Demcrara, which nycag^g 
thej had ordered him to pay in guilders at Demerara. »• 

The appellant's Counsel then argued, that the decree 
was wrongs because the mppellant was entitled not 
only to the sum awarded him, but also to so many 
more guilders as would have made up the differ- 
ence of exchange between Demerara and Holland, 
This Court then said^ if you are entitled to what 
yon claim, you must appeal against the original 
decree, in order that you may make out, according 
to the form and substance of your claim, that you 
are entitled not only to the sum given you, but also 
to the sum of 15 per crat more, to be paid you at 
Middleburgh. Looking now at the appellant's 
claim, we find no demand made of this kind; he 
asked for a certain amount of guilders in Demerara. 
How could the Court give him 15 per cent more 
than the amount asked for ? It' is perfectly plain 
that he made no such demand at that time as is 
now made for him, and these appeals must therefore 
be dismissed. 

Both appeals dismissed with costs, to be 
taxed by the Master, 



The case of Mint Monies in Sir J. Davis*s Reports^ page aS, 
would appear to carry the doctrine that payment should be 
made in the current money of the country where the execution 
is taken out, to a greater extent than the present dedsion. After' 
quoting from Budelius de rd nummari^ the maxim that " Con- 
^ suetudoy et statuta loci, in quem est destmata solutio respi* 
** cienda sunt," Sir John proceeds to say, that if upon a judg- 
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ment ia debt given in England, a writ of execution diould be 
awarded to the Justice or Deputy of Ireland to levy the debt 
there (for the form of which he refers to Reg. Brev. Jud. 
fo. 43, b. *), the sum should be levied according to the rate of 
Irish money, and not of English money, and in such coin as 
should be current in that kingdom at the time of execution made. 
If the same principle prevailed in the law of Holland, evjen had 
Demerara remained under the dominion of that country, and 
the appellants recovered the amount of their claim in Middle- 
burgh, they could have only taken out execution in the colony 
for the sum they had recovered in the colonud currency. In the 
countries governed by the law of England, paints <^ this desoq^- 
tion can seldom arise, since the decision in Kearney v. Kingf 
a Bam & Aid. 303, that i^on a dedanitian in assumpsit .cp 
a bOl of exchange for 548 L is. SeLt drawn and accepted at 
London, to wit at Westminster, it must have been taken to have 
been drawn for English money, and that proof of a bill drawn 
at Dublin in Ireland fmr a similar sum in Irish money, did not 
f apport the declaration. 



* TbU writ appMn to have bMn long dbofcd. See (kwgjf t. AoaiMy, i» 
s note to Harrii ▼. Stundtn, 4 Burn. U CrcM. 414. 
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ON APPEAL FROM JAMAICA. 

William White and Daniel*) j„^„^,, 
Stepheksom - - - YppclUniU. 

And 
John Parnthsr and Isabella"! «^„^ .^,, ~„ ... ,. 
Parnthee - . - .)^^Po«*«"- ":SdV{itf 

1889. 

By virtue of the will of William Bucknor, made on a. mortg^ 
the loth of November 1757, his two sons, Samuel "^^*ieft 
Bucknor and Thomas Bucknor, became entitled, as ^7 his wiu, in 
tenants in common in tail, to the Hopewell estate, noitj to Us 
and the slaves thereon, with cross remainders in ^owe"^w. 
tail ; and they also became entitled, in equal moieties, ^ original 
to considerable personal estate, subject (among other ^b«^^tif 
legacies) to a legacy of 1,500/. currency to the tes- SJ^J^fSt^ 
tator's daughter Frances Gent Bucknor. estate to 

Messrs. R* & 
Co. In 1786, 
Messrs. R. & Co. filed a bill against W. and the real and personal repre- 
sentatives of A. for the purpose of obtaining a foreclosure. By a decree in 
this suit in 1791, a declaration was made that the widow, having relin- 
quished her title to dower, became a btmd fide purchaser of the annuity, 
and was entitled to be paid it out of the mortppged estate. This 
suit not having been prosecuted, and the widow having died in 1794, her 
representatives, in 1889, filed a bill DKainst the heir of 1^ and other persona 
claiming under him, and the heirs and devisees of A., for the payment of the 
arrears of the annuity during her life-time, or that the estate should he sold, 
and the arrears be paid out of the proceeds. Held, on appeal, that the 
annuity, having not been expressly cnaiged on the nol estate of A., was 
a mere pecuniary legpu:y, and that the decree of 1791 was erroneous, in de- 
daring that the widow was entitled to be paid it out of the mortgaged estate. 

When a Court of Equity is called upon to carry into execution a former 
decree, it is not bound to do so, if upon inquiiy into the merits, it appears 
to have been erroneous. 

The remedies for the recovery of the arrears of such an annuity were held 
to tiave been lost by length of time. 

The mortgigor or his heirs only can sue the mortgagee for an account and 
redemption, unless it can be shown that there is coUusion between them and 
the mortgagees. 
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Samuel Bucknor, in the year 1761, by indentures 
of conveyance and reconveyance, according to the 
law of the island, barred all estates tail and re- 
maindeiiB, in the real estate and slaves, of which he 
was seised under his father*s will ; and afterwards, 
and decent of by hifl wiU, dated the 19th of November 1761, 
Hopewe/cs- gavc (amongst . Other legacies) a legacy of i,ooe/. 
Sidmo^!*" currency to his sister Frances Gent Bucknor ; and 
iie gave the residue of his real and personal estate 
to his brother Thomas Bucknor ; but his will not 
having been executed so as to pass real estates, the 
moiety of the Hopewell estate, of which he was 
seised under his father's wiUf descended to his bro- 
ther John Bucknor, 

In the year 1769, a suit was instituted in the 
Court of Chancery in Jamaica, in which F. G. Buck- 
nor, who had then become the wife of Donald Camp- 
bell, and her husband, together with George Gordon, 
to whom her legacie3 had been assigned as a trustee, 
were complainants, and John and Thomas Bucknor 
wer^ defendants, for the purpose of recovering her 
two legacies of 1,500/. and >,ooq /., with interest. 
By a decree in this eause, of the il6th of May 
^mi%oi. 17749 Jpbn Bucknor, who was the surviving acting 
^iw!t?i ^^^cutor of William Bucknor's will, was ordered, 
jBstHte, and out of the personal estate of William Bucknor, and 
/ie?QD 8^M P^t of the profits of bis real estates and. ^laves, to 
pay to the complainants the sum of 1,826/. 5^., 
being the amount of the legacy of 1,500/., with 
interest tiiereon from the 17th pf July i773f toge- 
ther with the costs of the suit ; and in default of 
payment, that the Hopewell-estate slaves, cattle 
and stocky should be sold to satisfy the Sfune ; and 
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tke legacy of 1,000 2. waft declared to bo a Uen upon 1 829. 
the personal estate and slaves of Samuel Bucknor ; 
and it was ordered that John Bucknor, who was the 
acting executor of Samuel Bucknor's will, should out 
of the personal estates of Samuel Bucknor, and the 
profits of his slaves, pay the complainants the sum 
of 1,630 /• 17 6. Sd.y being the amount of the legacy 
of 1,000 /., with interest from the year affcer Samuel 
Bucknor's death ; and in default of payment, that so 
many of the slaves on the Hopewell estate, as should 
remain after payment of the legacy of 1,500/., 
interest and costs, arid also the slaves of Samuel 
Bucknor, should be sold to satisfy the $ame. 

Before any further proceedings were had In this 19 Sept. 1774. 
cause, William White the elder purchased the in- whTt^the^^ 
terest of Donald Campbell under this decree, for elder of bene- 
49375^* 19 ^- Sh^'i c^d by an indenture dated the 6th May 1774, 
19th c^ September 1774, the full benefit of it be- 
cause vested in him. 

On the 1st of November 1773, John Buckncnr Mortgnf^es to 
executed a mortgage in fee to White the elder of Jjjlj^jj;^,^^ 
an estate called Spring Valley, with the cattle, i773> by John 
«loG^ and slaves thereon ; and on the 26th of Au- spnng Valley 
gust 1774, John Bucknor, and Ann his wife, after- ^^^u^J^^ 
wards Ann Parnther, and Thomas Bucknor, exe- i774>by 
cuted a mortgi^ in f^e to White the elder, of the and his wife, 
Hopewell estate and slaves, for securing the repay- g" ckiior"of 
ment to him of the sum of 10,000/. currency. Hopewell 
Aftf r thi3 mortgage the consignments of the pro- ^ 
duce of the Hopewell estate were always made 
eitler to or on account of White the elder, till he 
obtained possession of the property. 

John Bucknor, by his will of th^ 9th of January 
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1775» bequeathed to hia wife Ann Bucknor, afkar^ 
wards Pamther, the sum of 300 /. a year, in bar of 
dower; and after giving to his three daughten, 
Maiy Lauderdale Bucknor, Ann Dunn Bucknor and 
Elizabeth Witter Bucknor the pecuniary legacies 
therein mentioned to be paid out of his estate, he 
gave to his four sons, William Tracy Bucknor, 
John Francis Bucknor, James Joseph Bucknor, and 
Thomas Samuel Bucknor, the residue of his estates, 
both real and personal, as tenants in common ; and 
he appointed William White the elder, Ephraim 
Dunn, and his wife Ann, his executors and execu- 
trix. He appears to have died shortly after the date 
of his will, which was proved by Dunn and his 
widow alone, who soon after his death intermarried 
with John Pamther. 

White the elder never intermeddled with the 
executorship of J. Bucknor s estate ; but in the year 
1776, he filed a bill in the Court of Cltancery of 
Jamaica, against William Tracy Bucknor and the 
other sons of the testator, John Bucknor, the 
devisees under his will, and against Ephraim Dunn 
and John Pamther and Ann his wife, for an account 
of what was due for principal and interest in re- 
spect of the two mortgages of the Spring Valley and 
Hopewell estates, for a foreclosure and sale of the 
Spring Valley estate, and for an inquiry iprliether 
it would be for the benefit of the parties interested 
under the will of John Bucknor that any surplus 
monies which should remain after payment of his 
claun upon the Spring Valley estate should be 
applied in payment of his demands npon Jobn 
Bucknoi^s moiety of the Hopewell estate. Various 
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proceedings were taken in this suit, and on the J 8 29. 
25th of July 1777 a decree was made in it, directing 
a* sale of the Spring Valley estate, and that the 
monies to arise thereby should be applied in the 
manner prayed by the bill. 

The Spring Valley estate was accordingly sold on 4^ Dec. 
the 4th of December 1777, for 14,600/. currency. sdeoTspriiig 
And on the 1st of May 1778, the Master reported ^j"®^ ***?•' 
that out of the money arising from the sales he had proceeds of 
paid the attomies of White the elder the sum of towatf jj. 
8,060/. Ss. gld. reported due to him, with interest Jngoffmoit- 
froin the date of the report to the time of the sale, well estate, 
malcing together the sum of 8,318/. 75. 5 id., to- 
gether with the complainant's and defendant's costs j 
and that he had also paid to the same attomies of 
White 5,660/. 2^. 2d.j the amount of the surplus 
monies which remained, towards payment and satis- 
faction of John Bucknor's proportion of White's 
demand of 38,699/. 2^. 7J^., previously reported 
due to him on the mortgage of the Hopewell 
estate. 

It appears that previously to the sale of the Spring ist Feb. 1777. 
Valley estate, White the elder, by a mortgage of om^pewT 
the 1st February 1777, transferred to Messrs. Roe- ^}^}^ ^v 

. ,^^ ..-^ " *' ^ . /•i/.i White the 

buck & Co. bis mortgage of the 20tn of August 1 7;^49 mortgagee to 

on the Hopewell estate, and the 10,000/. and interest ^J**" ^' ^ 

thereby secured, for the purpose of securing to them 

sucli sums of money as on the 1st of August then next 

should be due for advances made by them for the 

use and accommodation of him and his partners, with 

interest at 5 per cent, from the respective times of 

advancing the same : and on the 1st of March 1777, 

by deed-poll indorsed on the last deed, as a further 

security for the monies which should be so due to 

o 
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1820. Roebuck & Co., White the elder assigned by way 
of mortgage to Roebuck & Co. the sum of 5,200/., 
by the decree in the suit of Campbell and others v. 
Bucknor and others decreed to be paid to Campbell 
and wife, and which had become vested in White 
by the assignment of the 19th of September 1774; 
and also the sum of 7,000/., the amount of several 
judgments in the deed-poll mentioned to have been ob* 
tained in the supreme court of Jamaica, against John 
Bucknor and Ann his wife, and Thomas Bucknor, 
or against William Bucknor the father, some or one 
of them, and against the Hopewell estate, and which 
had been duly assigned to White ; and all interest 
in respect of the 5,200/. and 7,000/. so assigned, 
and the benefit of the decree and judgments. 
17B0. In the year 1 780, White the elder, as the attorney 

moTtmgee ob- ^^ Rocbuck & Co., obtained a judgment in an action 
uiins posses- of ejectment against Thomas Bucknor, who was 
well by an then in possession of the Hopewell estate ; and on 
ejectment; ^j^^ 2 ist of May 1 781, a writ of posscssiou was exe- 
cuted, under which he obtained possession of it. 
1st Jon 1784. On the 1st of January 1784, Thomas Bucknor 
T VuckiorT ^^^ ^^ ^^^^' ^^ consideration of 3,700/., conveyed 
moiety. to White the elder the equity of redemption of their 

moiety of the Hopewell estate, to which they were 
entitled subject to the mortgage of the 26th of 
August 1774. 
Nov. 1786. In November 1786, John Roebuck and John 
bJ'Mewt!"*''^ Farrar, as the surviving partners of the firm of 
R.«cCo.for Roebuck & Co., filed their bill in the Court of 
Hc^ewciTcs- Chancery in Jamaica, against White the elder, and 
^^' against Tracey Bucknor, John Francis Bucknor, 

James Joseph Bucknor, and Thomas Samuel Buck- 
nor, the four sons of John Bucknor, and the devisees 
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named in his will ; Mary Lauderdale Bucknor, Ann 1829. 
Dunn Bucknor^ and Elizabeth Wilton Bucknor, the 
daughters of John Bucknor, and the legatees under 
his will ; and John Parnther and Ann his wife, and 
Ephraim Dunn, the executors of his will, praying 
for a foreclosure and sale of the Hopewell estate. 

This cause came on to be heard on the 25th a5th May 
of May 1791, and on the 24th of August in the same Decreldeciar- 
year, the then Chancellor declared it as his opinion, ing.'^^"- P- 

•' - ... entitled to au- 

and decreed that Ann Parnther, by relinquishing nuity out of 

her rights and title to dower and thirds out of the ^^"^^ ""•■ 

estate of her late husband John Bucknor, deceased, 

became a bondjide purchaser of the annuity of 300/. 

a year bequeathed to her by his will, and that she 

was entitled to receive and be paid the same out 

of hifi moiety of the Hopewell estate ; but that the 

said annuity, and the payment thereof, ought to be 

postponed to the following demands, then vested in 

the complainants by assignment from William 

White the elder, and the monies then due and 

owing, or to become due and owing thereunder 

(that is to say) : all judgments against William 

Bucknor, the father of the said John Bucknor, and 

ag^ainst his estate ; the decree of the 26th of May 

1774, made in the cause " Campbell and others v. 

Suckfwr and others;" and the mortgage on the 

Hopewell plantation, of the 26th of August 1 774. 

And it was referred to the Master to take an 

account of what was due and owing to Parnther 

and his wife, for the arrears of the annuity of 300 /. 

bequeathed to her by the will of John Bucknor, 

ivith various other directions, which are immaterial 

to this case. 

Roebuck and Farrar, Parnther and his wife, and 

o 2 
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White the elder, were allowed leave to appeal 
against this decree; and Roebuck and Farrar, on 
the 15th of November 1793, took out the necessary 
papers for that purpose, but this appeal was never 
presented, and no further proceedings were ever 
taken in this suit, except filing a bill of revivor, 
against the representatives of Pamther at his 
death. 

Ann Pamther survived her husband Pamther, and 
died without having received any part of her annuity; 
and by her will, dated the 1 6th of January 1 794^ after 
giving sundry specific legacies, particularly refer- 
ring to her claim in respect of the said annuity, and 
directing that it should be applied in increasing the 
capital of her estate, devised and bequeathed all 
her real and personal estate to her daughters by her 
husband John Bucknor, and to the respondents John 
Pamther and Isabella Pamther, her children by 
her husband Pamther ; and she appointed George 
Scott, John Scarlett, William Brown, and Samuel 
Morris, her executors ; of these, Brown alone, on 
the 8th of October 1794, proved her will; and he 
and the other executors having all died, letters of 
administration to her estate and effects were granted 
on the 19th of Febmary 1821 to the respondent 
John Pamther. 

White the elder mortgaged the Hopewell eststte 
by a demise for a term of 1,000 years, and also the 
10,000/. secured on it, by an indenture, dated tlie 
25th of September 1796, to George Burton, as a seeix- 
rity to him for the repayment of 8,000 L and interest 
on it, at the rate of 5/. per cent per annum. On 
the 24th of July in the same year he had made his 
will of that date, and therein, after giving several 
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legacies, he devised and bequeathed the residue of 182Q. 
his estate, real and personal, to his nephew, the 
appellant White. The exact time of the death of 
White the elder did not appear from the papers in 
this appeal, but his will was stated to have been 
proved in the year 1 798. 

By a memorandum of agreement in writing, dated gth Jan. 1811. 
the 9th of January 1811, and made between the b^'JI^n*^!. 
appellant White, of the one, and George Burton of peHant White 
the other part, after referring to the mortgage of the to remission 
25th of September 1796, and reciting that Messrs. hi^.m^J^e? 
Roebuck and Farrar, or their representatives, were 
then in possession of the Hopewell plantation, and 
in the receipt of the consignments thereof as mort- 
gagees, and that their accounts in respect of such 
consignments were then unsettled and unadjusted ; 
and that Messrs. Roebuck and Farrar, being so in 
possession, and having received the whole of the 
consignments thereof for many years prior to- the 
date of the said mortgage of George Burton, up to 
the date of the agreement, and being still possessed 
thereof, neither White the elder,, nor the appellant 
William White, had derived or received any benefit 
or advantage whatsoever from the plantation since 
the date and execution of such mortgage ; and Rir- 
ther reciting that the appellant White had since the 
decease of White the elder, his uncle, caused the 
accounts of Messrs*^ Roebuck and Farrar, and their 
representatives, in respect of the said mortgaged 
premises, to be inspected and carefully compared 
-with the vouchers of the account, and statements of 
tbeir receipts and payments to be made, from the com- 
Miencement thereof in the year 1 779 to the 1 st of May 
1807, and the said mortgagees' accounts subsequent 
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to that period were also then stating and under ex- 
amination, and great progress had been made in 
completion thereof to the 1st of May 1810, and 
the mode of the liquidation of the principal mo- 
ney and interest claimed by the mortgagees had 
been stated, for the purposes of ascertaining the 
balance of their accounts, and closing the same: 
and the appellant White having thereby relieved 
Burton from the trouble and expence of such adjust- 
ment, it was agreed, in consideration of the pre- 
mises, that Burton should remit to the appellant 
White the pajonent of all interest due upon the 
8,000/. from the date of the mortgage security of the 
25th of September 1796 to the 1st of January 1811, 
amounting to 5,450 /. los. 2d.; the appellant White 
agreeing on his part to pay the principal sum of 
8,000 /., with 5 /• cent interest thereon from the 1st 
of January 1811. 

In the year 1814, John Farrar, the only surviving 
partner of the firm of Roebuck & Co., and the several 
legal representatives of the deceased partners, having 
ascertained that, on the balance of accounts between 
them and the appellant William White, on the 1st of 
January in that year, the sum of 4,450/. 2 ^. 2d. was 
due from him to them, agreed, with a view to effec- 
tuate a general settlement, to remit to him one moiety 
of that sum^ and to release the Hopewell estate, and 
all other securities in their hands, from their claims, 
upon payment by him of the other moiety. Accord- 
ingly, by a deed, dated the 5th of March 1814, in 
consideration of the sum of 2,225 /• 1 ^- 1 d. paid to 
them by the appellant White, they conveyed the 
Hopewell estate, slaves and premises, "subject to 
" such right or equity of redemption, if any such 
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^* there was, or then existed," unto and to the use of 
John Lowe and Thomas Gill, as trustees for the appel- 
lant White; and they assigned to the same trustees the 
10,000/. and interest, secured on the estate by the 
mortgage of the 26th of August 1774; the 5,200 /. 
and interest, decreed to be paid by the decree in the 
suit of Campbell v. Bucknor ; the 7,000 /. and in* 
terest, secured by judgments ; and all other securities 
which became vested in Messrs. Roebuck & Co. by 
their mortgage securities of the ist of February 
1777, and 1st of March 1777, freed and discharged 
from the said mortgages, but ^^ subject to such 
" equity of redemption (if any was then subsist- 
" ing) of and then affecting the said hereditaments 
'' and premises charged with the said debts." And 
by the same deed, the sum of 2,225 /. 1 js. 1 d, the 
moiety of the said debt of 4,450 /. 2 ^.2 d., which re- 
mained unsatisfied, and was remitted to the appel- 
lant White, was sussigned to the same trustees in 
trust for him. 

At the time that the appellant White thus ter- 
minated his transactions with Roebuck & Co., he 
entered into a firesh arrangement with Burton under 
these circumstances : — he had paid interest from the 
1st of January 1811 to the 1st of January 1812, 
on the mortgage to Burton, in pursuance of the 
agreement of the gth of .January 1811 ; but on the 
1st of January 1814, the sum of 720 /«, the amount 
of two years' interest, was in arrear, and he being 
unable to pay it, it was agreed that it should be 
added to the SjOOO /. as principal money, and bear 
interest at 5 per cent. At the same time the appel- 
lant White borrowed the sum of 2,700/. from John 
Cowell ; and it was agreed, with the consent of Bur- 
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ton, that that sum, with interest at 5 per cent| 
should be secured on the Hopewell estate, and 
should have priority to Burton's debt of 8,720/. 
Accordingly, on the 8th of March 1814, the Hope- 
well estate and slaves, and the three principal sums 
of 10,000/., 5,200/. and 7,000/., and the interest 
thereof, and the securities for the same, and also the 
sum of 2,225 1' ^s. I d.j being one moiety of Messrs. 
Roebuck & Co.'s debt of 4,450/. 2^. 2d., which 
had been remitted to the appellant White, and 
assigned in trust for him by the deed of the 5th of 
March 1814, were conveyed and assigned to George 
Cowell and Felix Booth, upon trust, after payment 
of all expenses, to pay one-tenth part of the con- 
signments and produce of the Hopewell estate to 
the appellant White, for his own use, and to apply 
the residue thereof, first, in payment of the two sums 
of 2,700/., and 8,720/., and the interest upon them 
respectively, and then upon trust to reconvey and 
assign all the premises to or in trust for the appel- 
lant White. 

By virtue of this trust-deed, the trustees, by 'their 
agents, entered into the possession and management 
of the Hopewell estate, and consigned the produce of 
it to Cowell upon the trusts of the deed. 

Burton, by his will, dated the 5th of November 
1814, bequeathed the 8,720/. and interest, which 
were secured to him by the trust-deed of the 8th of 
March 1814, to his nephew Robert Ward, subject 
to the payment of certain legacies ; and he ap- 
pointed John Cowell, Robert Ward, and the appel- 
lant Daniel Stephenson, his executors, but Ward 
alone proved the will. 
Ward, by his will, dated the 22d of November 
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] 81 6, after giving certain legacies, bequeathed the 1829. 
residue of his estate to the appellant Daniel Stephen- "^^ ' 
son; and he appointed him and Benjamin Hind v. 

executors, and they both proved the will. Parntheh. 

On the 21st of January 1822, the respondents, aut Jan. 
John and Ann Pamther, filed their bill in the pinfii^?!) 
Court of Chancery of Jamaica (which was after- respondents, 
wards amended) against the appellant White, John xJi^^foi^^n. 
Cowell, and the appellant Daniel Stephenson, who ^» ^rrewi^of 
had been appointed the administrator, ' ad litenin' of her annuity, 
the estate of White the elder, and the several par- 
ties and representatives of parties claiming under 
the respective wills of John Bucknor and Ann 
Pamther, his widow. This bill stated the several 
matters which have been mentioned before, and 
charged that White the elder, and those claiming 
Under him, or some of them, out of the rents and 
profits of the Hopewell estate, had been paid the 
amount of the mortgage of 1777, and all interest 
thereon, and all other sums of money which, by the 
decree of the 23d and 24th of August 1791, were 
decreed to be prior liens upon the Hopewell estate. 
And it prayed for a declaration that the respondents 
were well entitled to the benefit of the decree pro- 
nounced in the suit of Roebuck and others v. White 
and others ; and that it might be ordered and decreed 
that Ann Parnther, by relinquishing her right and 
title to dower and thirds out of the estate of John 
Bucknor deceased became a bond Jide purchaser of 
the annuity of 300 /. bequeathed to her by the will 
of John Bucknor. And that the respondent John 
Pamther, as administrator of Ann Pamther's estate, 
might be declared entitled to receiye and be paid 
the same out of John Bucknor's moiiety of the Hope- 
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1829. well estate and slaves, to be by him applied accord' 
White ^^S *^ ^^® ^^'^ ^^ ^^^ Pamther ; and for a reference 
o* to the Master to take an account of what sums of 

money were then due and owing for and on account 
of the annuity of 300 /., and the interest thereof, from 
time to time as the same became due ; and that 
unless the appellant White, and those claiming; 
under him, should admit payment thereof, the Mas- 
ter might be ordered and directed to take and state 
an account of all sums of money which might be 
then due on all judgments against William Bucknor, 
the father of John Bucknor, and against his estate, 
and for which the moiety or equal half part of the 
estate of John Bucknor was liable; and of' all sums 
of money due and owing on the decree of the 26th 
of May 1774, made in the cause of Campbell and 
others v. Bucknor and others ; and also an account of 
any monies due on the mortgage of the Hopewell 
estate of the 26th of August 1774. And that the 
Master might also take an account of all sums of 
money paid to or received by White the elder, or any 
person or persons for him or on his behalf, by the 
produce of the Hopewell and Spring Valley plan- 
tations, or otherwise, previous to the 4th of De- 
cember 1777, the time of the sale of the Spring 
Valley plantation ; and also of all payments made 
to or received by White the elder, or any person or 
persons for him or on his account, by the produce 
of the Hopewell plantation, from the 4th of Decem- 
ber 1777 till the entry of Roebuck and Farrar as 
mortgagees on the 21st of May 1781; and that 
the balance received by him on account of the sale 
of Spring Valley estate might be carried by the 
Master to the credit of John Bucknor's moiety of 
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the Hopewell estate ; and that it might be referred 1829. 
to the Master to take and state an account of the 
actions and transactions of Roebuck and Farrar, from 
the time they entered into the Hopewell plantation 
until they delivered up possession thereof in 1814. 
And that the Master might take and state an ac- 
count of all sums of money received by White the 
elder, or White the appellant, or by Burton, Cowell, 
the appellant Stephenson, or by any other person 
or persons claiming under securities to White the 
elder, or the appellant White, from the Hopewell 
estate. And that the Master might be directed 
to apply the annual balance arising from the amount 
of such payment, in the first place, towards the 
reduction of the monies which were due on the 
securities declared *by the decree of the 23d and 
24th of August 1 791, to be prior to the annuity of 
Ann Pamther ; and that, if necessary or required, 
the requisite account of debts owing by, and legacies 
claimed under the will of John Bucknor, might also 
be taken. And that it might be referred to the Mas- 
ter to take an account of all monies due to the 
respondent John Pamther on account of the legacy 
under the will of John Bucknor, deceased, together 
with the interest thereon ; and that in taking such 
accounts the Master should be directed to distin- 
guish and stete how much of the monies was due 
and owing from the estate of John Bucknor ; and 
that upon the coming in of the Master's report, if it 
should appear that the demands had been satisfied 
which Were declared by the decree of the 25th of 
May 1 791 to be prior to the annuity, that the ap- 
pellant White, Cowell, and the appellant Stephen- 
son, and the other defendants, or some of them^ might 
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1829. be decreed to pay to the respondent John Pam-^ 
Yf^ijj^ ther, as administrator as aforesaid, whatever might 
^ ^' be reported due on account of the arrears of that . 
annuity ; or that in default of pajrment, John Buck- 
nor's moiety of the Hopewell estate, with the slaves, 
stock and appurtenances, might be sold ; and that out 
of the money to arise from s\ich sale, the Master 
should, in the first place, pay to the respondents 
their full costs of suit, and then the amount (if any 
thing) which might be reported due on the securi- 
ties prior to the annuity of Ann Parnther ; and that 
out of the monies, the respondent John Parnther, as 
such administrator, might thereafter be paid the 
arrears of the annuity, with interest. The bill also 
prayed for a receiver, in the mean time, of John 
Bucknor's moiety of th6 said Hopewell estate, slavesy 
stock and premises. 
Bill demurred The appellants White and Stephenson, and the 
^^' defendant Cowell, filed separate demurrers to this 

bill, on the ground of multifariousness, which were 
overruled upon argument. The appellant Daniel 
Answer ofap- Stephenson then, by his separate answer, alleged by 
phensoiu '^ Way of defence, that there had been an adverse pos- 
session of the Hopewell estate against the heirs and 
devisees of John Bucknor, and those claiming under 
them, for forty years or thereabout, under a judg- 
ment in ejectment : that Ann Pamtker joined with 
John Bucknor, her former husband, in the mortgage 
to White the elder, of the fee-simple of the Hope- 
well estate, of the 26th of August 1 774, and thereby 
barred her right of dower out of that estate : that 
Ann Parnther or her representatives had not at any 
time thereafter any claim on the estate, or against 
the representatives of White the elder : that there 
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was not any fund arising from the Hopewell estate, 1829^ 
during the lifetime of Ann Pamther, that was ap- 
plicable to the payment of the annuity of 300/. 
a year ; the Hopewell estate and premises during 
the whole of that period being vested in, and in the 
possession of White the elder, and those claiming 
under him, under a prior title : that although the 
complainants claimed under a mortgage, yet they 
did not by the prayer of the bill oflFer to pay or allow 
what might be found due to the representatives of 
White the elder, and those claiming under them, in 
respect of the security stated in the bill. 

The appellant White, and Cowell, put in a joint Answer of 

and several answer, and relied on the same grounds ^ti*a^ 

of defence as were alleged in the appellant Stephen- Coweii. 

son's answer ; and they also alleged that the annuity 

of 300/. a year was a mere pecuniary bequest, and not 

charged on any real estate whatever, and payable 

posterior to the testator's debts, out of his personal 

estate only. And the appellant White further stated 

that he had, in a schedule annexed to his answer, 

set forth an abstract statement of the annual crops, 

receipts and payments, and annual balance thereof, 

from the Hopewell plantation, as well in the 

island of Jamaica as in Great Britain, from May 

1781 to the 30th of April 1822, so far as he had 

been able to make out the same from the account 

furnished by Messrs. Roebuck & Co., who were in 

possession of the estate under mortgage from White 

the elder to them from the month of May 1 78 1 to 

March 1814, or thereabout, when the deed of trust 

of the 8th of March 1814 was executed ; and so far 

as he had been able to make out the same from the 

accounts furnished him by John Cowell, as con- 
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signee of the plantation, under the trust-deed, from 
the 8th of March 1814 to the 13th of April 1822; 
and that he had also in the schedule inserted a state- 
ment of the several principal sums due to White the 
elder, from the Hopewell estate, from the month of 
December 1773, inclusive, and interest thereon at 
6 per cent currency ; in which statement he had 
made rests from time to time> when any money ap- 
peared to have been received from or on account of 
the said plantation in part pajrment and satisfaction 
of the demands of White the elder thereon, and at 
such rests had given credit for the several sums for 
which credit appeared then due to the said planta- 
tion, and deducted the same accordingly ; and that 
at the foot of the account there appeared to be then 
due from the said plantatbn, on the account aforesaid, 
for principal money, the sum of 32,573/. 7^. 7^., and 
forintereston balance thesumof 15,861/. 14^. 11 ^. 

All the other defendants put in their answers to 
the bill ; and amongst others, the heirs and devisees 
of John Bucknor, who disclaimed all interest in the 
mortgaged property. On the 15th of February 
1828, the cause was heard; and the Chancellors 
decree of that date declared that the annuity instead 
of dower, given to Ann Parnther, by the will of 
her first husband John Bucknor^ was a lien and 
charge on John Bucknor's moiety of the Hopewell 
estate, slaves and stock; and that the respondent 
John Parnther, the administrator of Ann Parnther^ 
was entitled to be paid all monies due on account of 
such annuity, next after the prior incumbrances, if 
any, affecting the same, in conformity with the de* 
cree pronounced in the cause of Roebuck and other^j^ 
V. White and others^ in the year 1791; and it was also 
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ordered and decreed that it should be referred to the 1829. 
Master to take an account of what was due and whitb 
owing in respect of the annuity of 300 /., from the «. 

time of the death of John Bucknor up to the death 
of Ann Pamther ; and to inquire and report whether 
any and what incumbrances upon the aforesaid pre- 
mises, prior to the said annuity, were then subsisting, 
and the amount of them. And it was also ordered 
and decreed that it should be referred to the Master 
to take the several other accounts and make the in- 
quiries prayed by the bill. — From this decree the 
present appeal was instituted. 

Roupell and RennallSj for Appellants : — 

Mrs. Pamther, by joining in the execution of the 
mortgage-deed of 1774, in the manner directed 
by the Jamaica statute of the 33d Charles the 2d, 
cap. 22, abandoned all her title to dower out of 
the Hopewell estate, On account, however, of her 
having thus joined, her representatives have insti- 
tuted this suit, and assert a right to overhaul all the 
incumbrances on the estate, in order to let in her 
claim as a purchaser for a valuable consideration of 
an annuity of 300 /. a year. This annuity was given 
in lieu of dower to her, by the will of her first hUs- 
band, Mr.. John Bucknor ; but although he has ex- 
pressly charged the legacies to his daughters on his 
real estate, there is not a single expression in this 
-wrill to show that it was his intention to charge the 
annuity to his wife on it. The circumstance of the 
annuity being given her in lieu of dower does not 
distinguish it from an ordinary bequest of an an- 
nuity. 
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>«29. LardWynford:^ 

Will it not be a question in this case, whether the 
eflfect of Mrs. Pamther's joining in this mortgage 
would be to bar her of her right to dower out of the 
estate altogether, or to bar her of it only as against 
this particular incumbrancer? 

Surge, Counsel for Respondent : — 

We shall certainly contend that it had the effect • 
of barring her dower only as against the particular 
mortgagee, on the authority of Innis v. Jackson *. 

Counsel for Appellants, in continuation : — 

In that casenhe property which the wife joined in 
conveying to the mortgagee by a fine, originally be- 
longed to her ; here the estate to which she barred 
her dower was the inheritance of her husband. If 
the husband had other estates, out of which she was 
entitled to dower, she might have elected to take 
this annuity in lieu of it ; but we say, that at this 
distance of time her representatives have no right, 
on any pretence, to call upon mortgagees to open 
accounts which have been so long closed, or to yield 
up^^estates of which they have been so long in pos- 
session. 

If this bill is to be considered as an original bill, 
the relief it prays for cannot be granted consistently 
with the decisions that regulate the practice of our 
courts of equity. It prays for an account from the 
respondents as mortgagees, and a sale of the estate ; 

• ut Bligh, 186. 
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but there can be no sale of an estate in mortgage ig29.^ 
without the consent of the mortgagee ; the only relief 
the respondents could have been entitled to ask for 
(if they were to be held entitled to any) would have 
been a redemption of the mortgage ; Troughton v. 
Binks*i they however make no offer to redeem in 
their bill ; they only ask for an account and sale, and 
a bill for an account can never be converted into a 
bill to redeem. Mortimer v. Cooper 1[. A statement 
is, indeed, contained in this bill, '^ that the appellants 
^^ have been paid their mortgage money and interest 
** out of the rents and profits ;*' but that b a mere 
assertion, unsupported by any proof on their side, and 
fully answered by the schedule annexed to the ap- 
pellant White s answer, which shows an enormous 
and overwhelming balance of 48,500/. against this 
estate, all of which must be paid, before the respon- 
dents can claim to receive a single shilling of this 
aimuity. If this bill is to be considered as a bill to 
carry a decree into execution, it then would have 
been necessary to have satisfied the Court, that the 
decree it sought to render operative, was a fit, and 
proper decree to be carried into execution. Hamilton 
V. Houghton p The Chancellor in Jamaica, however, 
considered himself bound by me decree of 1791, 
whether it was erroneous or not, because the appeal 
against it had never been prosecuted. This is a 
doctrine which cannot be supported in an English 
court; and if the decree of 1791 is proved to be 
erroneous, we are confident your Lordships will not 
order it to be carried into execution. 

The declaration contained in that decree " that 

* Gth Vesey, 575. f ^^ Russell, 216. J 2d BUgb, 186. 

P 
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1829. ^^ Mrs^ Pamther was a band fide purchaser of ikas 
waiTB '^ annuity of 300 /• a year/' was alike uncalled for by 
^' the shape and prayer of the bill in the suit in which 
it was made, and unsupported by any analogy to 
the proceedings of the Courts of Equity here. 
That suit was instituted by subsequent mortgagees 
against Mr. White the elder, for a foreclosure of his 
interest in the estate ; Mrs. Pamther was made a 
party to it in two characters : first» as the executrix of 
her husband*s (the mor^t^r's) will ; secondly, as an 
annuitant claiming under that will. Her most pro- 
minent character was that of executrix, and as such 
dbe was bound to protect the interests of all his cre- 
ditors and other claimants upon his estate: instead of 
doing so, she set up a claim for this annuity, and got 
a decree in her favour in this suit, to which no 
creditors of her late husband were parties to defend 
their rights. Had she filed her bill as an annuitant 
under her late husband's will, or as executrix against 
his creditors, the Court might have entered into the 
question^ whether she might have set up this 
annuity against them or not ; and it ought not to 
have made a decree in her favour to the prejudice 
of any one, even of the simple contract creditors of 
her husband, for in the colonies lands are subject to 
the payment of simple contract debts. She might, 
indeed, have set up her annuity, as it was given her 
in bar of dower, against volunteers claiming under 
her husband, or against the creditors of the parti- 
cular estate out of which her right to dower existed ; 
but she had barred her right to dower out of this 
estate. If she was not entitled to any dower out of 
the estate, ho w^ could she be entitled to a recom- 
pense for dower out of it? In fact, she took this 
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'Bhnuity as a mere pecuniary legacy^ subject to her 18$9. 
husband's funeral expenses and debts. Blower t. 
Marritt *• If this claim were tenable, what would 
a husband gain by his wife barring her dower? 

It is unusual for Courts of Equity to maka dd- 

clamtions of the rights of defendants to suits; in 

this decree of 1791 the Court of Jamaica went out 

of its way to do so. It is improper to open accounts 

without some good reason being shown to the Court 

to lead it to doubt of their accuracy ; by this decree 

the Court ordered the whole of the accounts, which 

liad been taken previously to the month of May 

1 777, to be opened^ without anything having been 

brought before it to impeach the proceedings under 

the former decrees. Whatever may be now assarted 

concerning the validity of that decree, the propriety 

of it was evidently much questioned at the time it 

was made, for it was appealed against, and the only 

reason the appeal was not prosecuted, was the 

death of Mr. White tlie elder ; some doubts must 

have existed relating to it, even in the mind of Mrs. 

Pamther, who was the principal gainer by it, for 

she never did anything to carry it into effect, or to 

establish her right to the annuity, but she rested 

perfectly quiet and satisfied to the day of her death 

n^itfa a declaration made in her favour in a suit 

which was not of her own institution. 

Supposing even, however, that Mrs, Pamther had 
a claim to be paid this annuity out of the Hopewell 
estate, and that this decree of 1791 was such a 
decree, as ought to be carried into execution, we 
contend that the claim of the respondents is barred 

» 2d Ves. sen. 420. 
P 2 
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1829. by length of time and laches. Mrs. Pamthefy^at the 
time of the passing of that decree, was a married 
woman ; her husband however died soon afterwards, 
and from the period that her coverture ceased, time 
began to run against her demand. Her will was 
proved in 1794, and from that time until 1822 
(a period of twenty-eight years) not a word was 
breathed as. to this claim. The decree of 1791 too 
does not direct a certain sum to be paid to her, 
but an account to be taken, whether any thing was 
due to her or not. We have a right to presume 
that the result of that account would have turned 
out unfavourable to her, and that she and her re- 
presentatives have not previously prosecuted their 
claim because they knew that such would have 
been the result of their doing so. In Chalmondefy 
v. Clmton^j it was held that twenty years adverse 
possession, was an equal bar to claims in equity as 
at law* The appellants, and those whom they 
represent, have had possession of this estate for 
much more, than that period. We contend too 
that in no case can decrees be carried into execution 
after the lapse of a similar period. 

[Lord JVynford: — 

Does not the case oi Mildred v. Robinson 'f decide 
that decrees in equity are not subject to the statutes 
of limitation ?3 

Counsel for Appellant, in continuation : — 
Courts of Equity act in analogy with the statutes 
of limitation. In Smith v. Clay J the Court refused 

• 1st Jac. & Walk, p. 1. f 19th Ves. 587. 

t 3d Brown C. C. 668. 
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lo ^review a decree which had been passed more ihan ]629i 
twenty years previously, and generally recognized 
the doctrine, that twenty years was a biar to any 
proceedings upon a decree which had not been 
brought before it within that period. This doctrine 
too applies more especially m the ^colony from 
which this appeal comes. 

In the year 1788, a law was passed in Jamaica 
4o limit the right of enforcing the execution of 
judgments : twenty years silence under a judg- 
ment by this statute is a presumption of payment. 
There is a similar statute in Ireland, but there is not 
xme in England. The Irish statute on this subject, 
the 8th Geo. 1st, cap, 4, sec. 2, enacts, ^' That if 
*' .any person shall commence any suit in law or 
^^ equity for recovery of any debt due by single 
" bill or bond under hand or seal, or by judgment^ 
'' statute staple, statute merchant or recognizance, 
** which shall be due or payable for twenty years 
^^ before action brought, the defendant may plead 
^^ payment in bar of actiou, unless the plaintiff,' or 
'^ those under whom he claims, hath or have com- 
'* menced -or prosecuted some action for the i>»co- 
^' very of 'Such debt, or shall prove that some 
^' interest or money have been paid, or other satis- 
'* faction made on account thereof, within twenty 
'^ years before such action commenced." This sta- 
tute was quoted in the case of the Earl of Egre^ 
mont V. Hamilton* y where a bill, in 1799, ^^ ^^^^ 
the benefit of a decree in 1740, was dismissed, the 
suit having abated by the death of the defendant in 
4771, and by thatof the plaintiff in 1774. 

♦ iBt Ball & Seattle, p. 517. 
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1829. Now the statute in JTamaica goes farther: the 

agth Geo. 3, cap. 13^ sec. 4, enacts^ *'That from 
<' and after the 1st of January 1789, all bilk, 
^* bonds and mortgages whatsoever, and all judg* 
*^ ments and evearjr other writing or writings obli- 
** gatory whatsoever, v^hich had already been, and 
*' should thereafter be given, made, or obtained, 
** whereon no payment had beoi nor should be 
<< made, or which had not or should not be legally 
** demanded, within the iq>ace of twenty years from 
** the time they respectively became or should be- 
<< come due, or from the last payment thereon, 
*' should be, and the same and every of them were 
^^ declared thereby null and void to all intents, con- 
^ structions and purposes whatsoever, any law, cus- 
*' tom and usage to the contrary thereof in anywise 
** notwithstanding." In the present case there is a 
decree made in i79i> and no attempt made to cany 
it into execution for a period of thirty-one years : 
it must tbeiefore be by this statute k nulK^. The 
intetpretation put upon the Irish statute by Lord 
Redesdale, in an Irish court, ought to be a guide in 
some measuve as to the interpretation that ought to 
be put upon a Jamaica statute on a similar subject 
The cases where the subject was brought before 
]|im were Bond v. Hopkins \ and Hovetukn v. 
Lord Annesly'\. In the latter case Lord Redesdale 
say$, '^ I think it is impossible not to see that Courts 
*< ot Equity have constantly guided themselves by 
** this principle, that wherever a legislature has 
^' limited a period for law proceedings^ equity wiH, 
^' in analogous cases, consider the equitable rights 

* 1st Scho. & Lefroy, 422. f 2d Scho. 8c Lefiroy, 632. 
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'^^ bound by the same Umitaticms." He then quoted i^29^ 

with approbation the decision of Lord Macclesfield Ia 

HoUmgMiJorth's Case\ that although the statutes of 

Ikmtation speak nothing of bills in equity, yet they 

are construed to be within it. And further on in the 

^^^^ P^^ 6369 he declares his opinion in these 

words -.^ — ^^I think it has been so laid down, that> 

^' every mew right of action in equity that a<?crues to 

** the party, whatever it may bq,, must be acted 

'^ upon at the utmost within twenty years : thus, in 

'^ the case of redemption of a mortgage, if the mort* 

*^ gagee has been in possession for a great length oi 

*^ time, but has acknowledged his possession was as 

'' a mortgagee, and therefore liable to redemption, 

'' a right of action accrues up to that acknowledge 

^ ment But if not pursued within twenty years^. 

** it 16 like the case cf a promise of payment beyond 

^ the six years, and non assumpsit infra sex annos 

^^ pleaded ; and so in every case of an equitable title 

^' (not being that of a trustee whose possession is 

^ eonsistent with the title of his claimant), it must 

^ be pursued within twenty years after his title 

^^ accruer" So that, according to the doctrine of 

Lord Redesdale, if there had been an account takeft 

In. pursuance of the order of 1791, a Master's report 

setting it out, and a decree thereupon ordering the 

absolute payment of it, still, if proceedings had not 

been, taken within twenty years, the right of the 

xespondents would have been barred. 

In England mere length of time has been held a 
bar, though the estates sought to be recovered had 
been got possession of by very unfair means. Bom* 

* I8t P. Wms. 74.2. 
P4 
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1 829. ny V. Ridgard *. In Beckfard v. Wade f (which was 
WsiTB 1^^^ on appeal from Jamaica in this court), Sur 
«• William Grant decided the case by analogy to the 
Jamaica statute of limitation, 4th Geo* 2, cap. 4, 
sec. 1, which converts seven years possession under 
a deed or will into a positive absolute title i^ainst 
all the world, and even against his Majesty and his 
successors. We submit therefore that this decree of 
1791 is at present utterly void, and a mere nullity, 
according to the law of England and the law of Ire- 
land, and more particularly according to the law of 
the country where the transactions all took place, 
and by the law of which they ought to be regu- 
lated. 

Supposing too this mdrtgage to be redeemable, 
and that the respondents made an offer to redeem it 
in their bill, they ought to have shown a right to 
redeem, and that they had not forfeited that right 
by not previously coming forward. James v. Bioup 
In that case the morl^^age was redeemable, but thfe 
plaintiff having no right to redeem it, the bill was 
dismissed with costs. If now, however, even th^ 
devisees of Bucknor were to claim the equity of re- 
demption of this estate, the possessors of it might 
reply they had lost their right to ask for it by lapse 
of time, and that the property had now beccxne 
irredeemable* 

It will perhaps be contended, on the other side, 
that as the sums of money secured by the deeds of 
July 1775, and February and March 1777, were 
assigned by the deeds of 1795 and 1814, the 
mortgages were considered by the appellant White 

• 1st Cox, 145. t i^th Vesey, 87. t ^d Sim. & Stu. 600. 
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as still existing, and that lie continued to look upoii 1S29 
himself as a mortgagee. If it was possible, howerer, 
to make conveyances which could not prejudice the 
rights of any of the parties to them, it was done in 
this case. The estates and slaves were conveyed 
'' subject to such right or equity of redemption as 
" the same were subject to (if any such right or 
** equity of redemption then was or then existed)/' 
The assignment and conveyance of the equity of re- 
demption was so guarded by the introduction of the 
words "if any/' that it could not prejudice White, 
Hardy v. Reeves*. The appellant White always 
considered, that he had an irredeemable interest in 
the whole estate ; for although his uncle had become 
the purchaser of half of the property in 1786, and 
consequently one half of the original mortgage debt 
was merged and extinguished, he yet assigns the 
whole of the sums formerly secured on this estate 
in the deed of the 8th of March 1814. They were 
charges on the moiety of the estate, but he chose to 
keep them up as a charge on the whole, in order 
perhaps to distinguish his real and personal pro- 
perty. It is very common for a tenant for life, or a 
tenant in tail, when he pays off incumbrances, to 
bave them assigned to a trustee for him. It is not 
so usual for a tenant in fee to act in this way^ but 
he has a right to do so if he pleases. No argument 
can indeed be drawn from these deeds that any of 
these sums aire regarded as existing incumbrances, 
because Mr. White assigns sums together with them 

. that were indubitably his own; for the 2,250/. which 
he had paid off, and indeed a moiety of the other 

sums, must have belonged to him. The representa- 

* 4th Vcscy, p. 480. 
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18»> thres of Mrs. Bucknor, who died ia 1794, cannot 
claira a better equity than she heraelf covld have 
done if she had been alive. We submit that if she 
had been so ncm, she wonld have had no claim, and 
Yfe tnt0t that this> decree of 182& will be revrased. 

Burg€ and Bird^ for Respondents : — 

If these mortgagees had, in obedience to the de- 
cree of 179I9 submitted themselvea to tiAe wdeal of 
a Master^s office, not a shillio^ would have been 
found to have been due to than. This is not Att 
firsC attempt which has been made by a mortgagee 
in possession to make the mortgaged estate his awn, 
and where he ha& been forced by the intervention of 
a ODurt of Equity to dii^rge the rents and profits 
which he has continued to receive from die estate 
long after his mortgage money, both principal and 
interest, has been paid and satisfied. 

The decree of 1791 was made in asmt which 
brought all the parties before the Court, and showed 
what their interests were. Mrs. Psmther had not 
4isC«rbed a transaction for ibe sale of the Spring 
Yalky property, out of which she had a right to 
dower without dilute. She had joined in the mort- 
gage of the Hopewell estate^ and was entitkd to her 
dower out of the equi^ of redemption of it ; and on 
these accounts she claimed to be entitled to her 
annuity of 300 L a year as a purchaser for a vafai-* 
able consideration. No claim could be more justr 
and equitable according to the doctrine laid dowoi 
by Lord Hardwicke, in Blower v. Marrkt *. Her 
right to dower out of the equity of redemptioia 
of the Hopewell estate was unquestionable ; hec 

* ad Ves. sen. 
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joiiun^ in the mor^ge of it kad no gteBter< effect 
than if she had levied a fine of it for the same par- 
pose in England. Afi^r the mortgage was satisfied, 
faer daim to dower out of the estate remained per- 
fectly good. InMis v« Jsehon^. When she got rid 
of the mortgage she stood exactly as she did befora 
the mortgage was made. 

One of the groqnds'on which the decree ki lim 
suit is attempted to be impeached, is that it prays 
to nfpen aoconnts firom the year 1771. When a bill 
was filed to obtain the baiefit of a former decree, 
and it ^owed an estate in the hands of a mor^agee, 
all the renta and profits received by him, all the 
cooaigiiments coming into his hands, and thia slate 
of things going on for a kmg p^od of years after 
one half of the debt had been actnalfy paid, the 
Court below could not act otherwise than in ike way^ 
it did. 

[Lord Wynford:— 
In the first suit it was referred to the Master to 
take an account of the sums due on the mortgage. 
In the decree of 1791, the Master is directed to 
inquire again into the same account. How does it 
appear therb was anything omitted in the first in- 
quiry?] 

Counsel for Respondent, in continuation : — 
All the proceedings in a cause in Jamaica are. 
kept in the register s office. The Master's report 
ijx the first cause would have been before the Mi^tei^ 
in the inquiry directed by the decree of 1791: he 
liTOuld have seen the specific sums allowed by the 
fbrmer Master in the account taken before him, and 

« i^t ^igh, 186. 
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1929, he would also have seen^ that there were other siins 
received by the mortgagee, and not accounted for. 

It has been too alleged, on the authority of HamU" 
ton V. Houghton* J that the bill in this case could not 
be supported, because it was filed to carry into exe«> 
cution an erroneous decree Hamilton v. Houghton 
warrants no such proposition. In that case, when 
U>rd Eldon expressly put the question '* Whether 
<< the assignees could *not have the benefit of a de- 
^^ cree that was erroneous," Lord Redesdale observed 
that it was ''the decree of a creditor, and taken 
'^ upon sequestration pro confes$o. In such a case 
'' it was the business of. the party taking the decree 
'' to see that it was right/' In Hamilton v. Houghtoiff 
the decree that was sought to be carried into execu- 
tida was clearly erroneous according to the judgment 
of Lord Eldon, because it was made in a suit defec- 
tive for want of proper parties. But this suit was 
not d^ective for want of parties ; all the creditors of 
Mr. J. Bucknor were represented by Mrs. Bucknor, 
and if not by her, by Mr. Dunn. The decree 
made in it was valid in form, valid in substance, 
valid in point of merits ; and if it was not so, we can- 
not, consistently with any principle of justice, enter 
into the consideration of its merits, when the par- 
ties have never brought an appeal against it. If a 
decree b erroneous you must appeal against it ; but 
if you do not bring your appeal, you cannot have its 
merits reviewed at the distance of twenty years from 
the time of its being pronounced, and this was the 
principle of the decision of Lord Camden in Smith ▼• 
Clayt. 

• 8d Bligh, 169. t 3d Brown C. C. p. 638. 
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. The flext point offered to the Court, is that the J^^ 
mortgage is irredeemable, on account of the length 
of adverse possession by the mortgagee.. To support 
this position the appellants were bound to show the 
court, 1st, that the case was within the statutes of 
limitation; sdly, that it was not taken out of the 
operation of those statutes by subsequent equities. 
In Palmer v. Jackson^ it was held, that although a 
mortgagee had been in possession forty-seven years, 
there were equities existing during that time, which 
defeated the bar opposed by the Irish statutes of 
limitations to the persons claiming to redeem. In 
the appellants* answers they did not insist upon the 
latter ground ; had they done so, there were circum- 
stances that would have satisfactorily accounted for 
the respondents not having sooner availed themselves 
of the decree of 1791. They themselves were in- 
fants, and there was no administrator to Mrs. Pam- 
ther to protect their rights. These facts would have 
been proved by evidence if there had been any 
occasion for it, but from the way m which the ap- 
pellants' answer was framed, it was unnecessary. 

It cannot be disputed that wherever a mortgagee 
keeps alive the original mortgage debt as a charge 
on the property, for whatever purpose he may chose 
to do so, he recognizes the existence t>f the mort- 
gage security, and is liable to be treated as a mort- 
gragee, Hansard v. Harvey f. 

The transactions of 1796, of 1811 and 1814, 
however (say the Counsel on the other side, by way 
oF anticipation), were between the mortgagee and 
other parties, and therefore were no recognitions of 

* 5th Brown P. C. 381. f ^Sth Vesey, 455. 
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rM9. the inertgag^, that the mortgagor jcoiiid tadce advan* 
wim^ tage^of. Vpotk this point Sir William Grant thus 
V. expresses himself in Hansard y. Harvey : '' It is 
^* ' << however said for the defendantSi that these ackiioW- 
'' ledgments made in dealings with idiitd ptettes 
^^ are totalLy foreign to the mortgagor, and that the 
^' acknowkdgmenty which is to operate so as to 
'^ bar the objection from lei^;th of time, should 
<' be an acbiowledgment arising out of tame 
^^ transaction directly between the mortgagor and 
^^ mortgagee. How hi that might be the more 
<< re9«onible rule I shall not now Oeamine, but.cer- 
*^ tainly it is not the established one." If there is any 
law in the decision of Sir W. Grajot, it exactly meets 
this case. Both the deeds of the 5th and 8th of 
March 1814 allude to> and mention die original mort- 
gage of 1774^ both of them aarign the specific sums 
secured upon this estate, and both of them convey 
the estate subject to the equity of redemption of tl»e 
mortgagors. 

There is as clear a recogniticm in them of the 
mortgage debt as is possible, on the principles laid 
down in Hamard v. Harvey. It has been said that 
a tenant in fee teay like to keep alive a charge upon 
his estate, as is constantly done by tenants for 
life and in tail. A t^iant for life or a tenant in taiU 
when he pays olBf an incumbrance with his own 
money, is naturally desirous of keeping it alive as 
a charge for his own benefit, because he has only a 
partial interest in the estate, and if he does not do 
so he lays out his money for the good of those who 
are to succeed to him under the entail ; but for what 
earthly purpose should a tenant in fee, who is the 
absolute owner of the property, who may charge it 
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er encumber it, at ^y time and in any manner dmt 1829. 
ne pleases, wish to * keep up a mortage debt as a 
subsisting eharge upon it ? We care not, liorwever, 
•what the object in the present case may have been. 
If the charge is kept alive, it is so kept not for the 
benefit of the person who keeps it alone, but for the 
general benefit of all persons having an intecest in 
ihe property. If the mortgagee recognizes the mort- 
gage debt as a charge existing on the estate, he 
recognizes his own character as a mortgagee, and 
he recognizes the mor^ge deed by whidh the debt 
wiginally became charged. By these deeds the debt 
was recognized in 1 814. Our bill was filed in 1 822, 
and therefore within the proper period, and the 
mortgagee has not made himself, as he designed, 
the absolute owner of the estate. 

What then becomes of the next proposition ; that 
supposing the mortgage to be redeemable, our title 
to redeem is barred by our own laches ? When the 
mortgagee is once dispossessed of his absolute ow- 
nership, he is dispossessed of any right to dispute 
the claims of those, who come forward under the 
original mortgagor; he is only a stakeholder for 
those, who claim the right to redeem the estate. The 
represoitatives of the original mortgagor are before 
the Court ; they do not say in their answer that our 
claim is hatred. Mr. White has admitted that he is 
a mortgagee : if there is anything due to him, he 
has the right to be paid before us, but he has no 
further right. A mortgagee can only defend his 
.possession on the ground of securing the payment of 
his mortgage debt ; when that is paid, he is a trus- 
tee for those who have the right to the ownership : 
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1829. even when it is unpaid, he is a trustee for those who 
have the right to redeem. 

The decree in 1791 was made in a suit in whick 
the parties under whom Mr. White claims. were 
complainants ; the party whom we represent was a 
defendant. It is needless to make any observatiofiA 
4rawn from the Jamaica statute of limitations. It 
has been never held to apply to decrees, or to any 
other than the specific securities named in it. What 
has been said by Lord Redesdale ovlj comes round 
to the old doctrine, that persons shall not be per- 
mitted to prosecute stale demands, either in law or 
in equity, who were competent to . prosecute them 
when fresh. Time only operates in a court of equity 
to raise a presumption that a claim has been satis- 
fied, but it is liable to be rebutted by contraiy facts. 
The deeds of 1814 clearly rebut that presumption 
in the present case. The party applying to redeem 
in James v. Biau * had no right to do so. That case 
has no application. 

The last argument on the other side, is that we 
made no offer in our bill to redeem. The bill charges 
that the debt is not due. The decree provides, that 
if anything is due it shall be paid out of the pro- 
ceeds of a sale, which is in conformity with what 
they prayed in their suit in 1786. 

There are three facts in these accounts made out 
by mortgagees in possession, (who ought to have 
regularly, according to the law of Jamaica, to have 
filed them every year in the secondaries' ofiice,) which 
clearly show there is no pretence for saying that 

* 2d Sim. & Stuart, p. 600. 
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anything is due : 1st, all the debt and all the con- i829. 
tingent ex{>enses of this estate are charged on the ^, 
moiety from which we claim our annuity, although ^ v. 
the other moiety belongs to Mr, White by pur- 
chase from Thomas Buckhor ; 2dly, Commission is 
charged, which a mortgagee in possession has no 
right to charge; 3dly, Though all the mortgages 
and charges on the estate were in currency, yet the 
whole of the consignments are charged against us 
in sterling. This is contrary to practice, and in the 
Master's office in Jamaica the difference of the ex- 
change between currency and sterling is always car- 
ried to the mortgagor's side of the accotmt. The 
Court of Chancery in Jamaica knows well how to 
deal with a case like this ; and we hope that this 
Board will meet the merits of the case by affirming 
the decree of the Court below, and sending the par- 
ties into the Master's office, where there is no doubt 
but full justice will be done to them, 

Itaupellf in reply : — 

There i^ no proof that Mrs. Bucknor was entitled 

to dower out of the Spring Valley estate. Mr. J. 

Buckhor might have only had an equitable interest 

in ity out of which she could not have claimed dower ; 

and although she was a party to the suit in which the 

foreclMnre was made, she put forward no claim to 

it. The inference from the facts is all the other 

way from the supposition that she was so entitled ; 

and if she was not, she could not be considered in 

tbe ligrht of a purchaser of the annuity for a valuable 

consideration* 

IMTrs. Pamther was made a party to the suit in- 
stituted by Roebuck and Farrer in 17961 because 

Q 
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i82d. she claimed some interest out of the equity of re- 
\^^ demption of the Hiortgage they sought to foreclofie. 

V. What that interest waSt to tiiem wiui ioniiateml. 
I^ABumck, jj^j^ claim was against the three song of J. Ptenthstr 
who inherited the equity of redemptipo. Thd de- 
cree in that suit proceeded to detflare h^ri^iiBr 
and therefore we contend it cannot be^uppAlei. 
£x cases of construction of wills, it is proper indded 
that Courts should declare the rights of defendants 
as between each other^ but this ought never to 
be done in cases which depend upcm ftcts. How 
ean co-defendants oiter into proofs against eacb 
other ? Even the answer of one <^ them cannot be 
lead 8(8 evidence against another^ and there is no 
possibility <rf their joining issue. Lord ESdon, in 
a case before him of Coleman v. Smithies (which has 
not been reported), declared his opinion, that a Court 
could not make any declaration of the rights of 
defendants. 

Surge interposed : — 

This case had not been mentioned in the open- 
mg ; and he prayed to refer the Court to Chmalqf ▼. 
Lord Dunsanyj 2d Schoales & Lefroy, p. 710 and 
718^ in contradiction to the principlo laid dowft 
m it» 

Roupellj in continuation : — 

This decree of 1791 first makes a declaration of 
the right of a defendant, which is not prayed for in 
the bill,, and then proceeds to open accowits which 
had been taken in the Masters office in a fomner 
proceeding. Now, in order to obtain a desqree to 
open accounts, a special case ought to be stated %o 
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the Court. To-day, indeed, many causes have been i829. 
stated in argument why these accounts should have 
been opened. Fraud and omissionsi so glaring and v. 
aj^paient as well to justify such a course, have been ^^***»' 
insisted on ; but when we look at the pleadings in 
the suit nodiing at all of the kind appears to have 
been either stated or proved, and the decree stands 
utterly unfounded on 'aiiy allegation in the pro- 
ceediogg* 

If a part; comes into a court of equity, and prays 
to revive a decree, he must show tibat decree to have 
been good ; the proceedings in the suit in which it 
was made may be inquired into, and the merits of 
it examined {Harrison v. Faulkner^y Such a course 
is particularly desirable with regard to the decrees 
of courts cpnstitpted as those in our distant colonies 
are. Men of high honour and strict integnty, but 
brought up in a way.jiot very well calculated to ac- 
quaint them with legal principles, are there called 
upon to decide the most difficult questions of law 
and equity, and it is fortunate, that there is this 
Board of Appeal to correct their unintentional eirors. 
It is perfectly settled that twenty years possession 
by a mortgagee is a bar to a redemption. It lies 
upoa the person applying for a redemption to show 
some special circumstances to prevent the limgth 
of possession from having that effect. lia^Ton v. 
JkTartin f. In this bill of 1S32 there is not a single 
special charge or allegation to account for a lapse 
of time, which equally in equity and at law is a bar 
ta the respondents' claims. The only ground on 
vrhich they found them is the ordinary allegation, 
that the debt has been paid out of the rents and 

♦ 3d Bligh, 170. t 19th Vesey, 332. 
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iS2g.^ profits^ which is introduced in every bill to redeenr, 
and which would have been inserted equally had it 
been filed only two or three years after the mortgage 
had beei^ contracted. The Court ought to take into 
its consideratioir the intricacy of the* accounts, and 
to presume them settled when theyhave for so long a 
time been uninquired into. Sherman v. Sherman^. 

The accounts which have been kept by Mr. Whitd 
are not accounts which have been kept by him afif 
a mortgagee. It is not every account that is kept 
that will constitute a man a mortgagee. A pur- 
chaser of an estate' may keep an account of the 
money he has expended, and of all the expenses 
of the estate, in order to tell at a stated period of 
time whether his purchase has been profitable or 
not ; and if so, to what extent. As to the circum- 
stance of the whole of the contingent expenses 
being charged together in this account, it furnishes 
the strongest argument that Mr. White consideed 
the whole estate as his own, and treated it as such. 
If he had considered one moiety as not his own, he 
would have kept the charges distinct as to that. 
Twenty years possession by a mortgagee is primd 
facie a bar to the right of redemption. It lies upon 
the mortgagor to show any circumstances preventing 
the possession from having that effect. Barron vi 
Martin fi Here the only grounds, the respondents 
have to go on to answer our long possession, are these 
accounts, and these aceounts are such as every pru« 
dent man would have kept, if there had been po pre-^ 
tence of a mortgage at all. Under all these circum- 
stances, when there is no offer in their bill to pay us 

♦ 3d VerooD) 276, f 19th Vc». 331. 
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what is due to us if we are declared to be mortga- i829. 
gees ; when, from the length and intricacy of these whiss 
acounts, it will be impossible, if we are sent to the ^' 

ordeal of a Master s officci ever to get through it ; 
when there is nobody to redeem, and the only aim 
is to force us to a compromise, we hope your Lord- 
«hip8 will allow this appeal to be successful . 

Lord WynFORD: — 21st Dec. 

We shall always proceed with the greatest caution, 
when we doubt whether the judgments of colonial 
Courts can be supported ; because we feel, that by 
rashly reversing decisions the course of justice is 
unsettled, and ccmfidence in its administration is de- 
stroyed. This observation will account for our 
having so long deliberated on this case. We weie 
xeminded by the bar that the Chancellor of Jamaica 
is not a professional man. The Chancellor of Ja« • 
Aiaica may however avail himself of the assistance 
of the Chief Justice of that island, who is a regularly 
^ucated English b^urdster. In England the Chan* 
ceUor (whp is always one of the most eminent law^ 
yers) sends to Courts of Law for their opinion on 
cases which he is about to decide ; and when it is more 
convenient, requires the attendance .of some of the 
Judges to sit with him in Chancery to hear the argu- 
menta of Counsel, and to give him in open court 
their opinions before he pronounces his decision^ 
JHost men are disposed to think so well of their own 
caseSy that a decision against them by the most ex* 
pei:ieii<;ed and approved Judges seldom xx>nvinces 
then^y that they are in the wrong. An adverse judg-> 
inent, even if it be right, cannot fail to provoke an 
appeal when such a judgment is pronounced by a 
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1829. person known not to be disciplined in the study 
and practice of the law. Whatever be the ultimate 
event of an appeal, it is injurious to both parties by 
the expense attending it, and still more so from the 
unsettled state in which it leaves the affairs of fami- 
lies. If the Governors of the colonies have not been 
in the habit of availing themselves of the assistance 
of the Chief Justice, or any other Judge, who is an 
English barrister, within their jurisdiction, it cannot 
be too strongly recommended to them io require 
such assistance, and that it should be given to them 
in open court. This practice would often obviate 
the necessity of an appeal, and always abate the in- 
clination of the parties to apply for one. 

An attempt has been made to prevent our getting 
at the merits. Such attempts seldom succeed here. 
This Board is not fettered by the technical difficul- 
ties which at present but too often defeat justice in 
other tribunals. It has been ingeniously insisted by 
the Counsel for the respondents that the Court in 
Jamaica was, in the year 1828, bound to carry into 
execution the decree of 1791, and had no authority 
to examine whether that decree was right or wrong; 
but that decree could not in any way be considered 
as conclusive on the question now to be decided. 
The respondent never could have carried into exe-* 
^ution that decree, or received the arrears of his 
annuity by virtue of it. That decree wag obtained 
by the mortgagees, and the only use that the respoiv^ 
dent could make of the declaration contained. in it, 
** that this annuity was a charge on the land,** wms 
to prevent the mortgagees from getting a foreclosixre 
until what was due on the annuity was ascertaix^ed 
and paid. I do not agree with the Counsel for the 
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Tippellants, that the Court could not upon that bill 1829. 

(if the annuity was a charge upon the land) direct 

that such an inquiry should be made ; because, if the 

annuity was a charge on the land, the mortgagees 

were not entitled to a foreclosure until the estate 

was properly discharged of this incumbrance : but 

when the mortgagees gave up the suit in which 

diis decree was pronounced^ if the respondents, or 

those whom they represent, had intended to have 

prosecuted their claim for this annuity, they should 

have filed a bill for that purpose against the proper 

parties. On the hearing on such a bill, the decree of 

1791 would have been used oiily as an authority to 

influence the opinion of the Court in favour of the 

claim, but not as a decree binding the authority of 

the Court, and which it was bound to carry^into 

execution; but if that decree had been pronounced 

in a suit instituted for the recovery of this annuity, 

a subsequent Court ought not to have carried it into 

execution without examining whether it was such a 

decree as ought to be executed. Those who appeal 

to a Court of Equity for its assistance myst show the 

Court that they are justly entitled to the assistance 

^rhich they ask. Would it be consistent with this 

principle to require a Court blindly to execute a 

decree, whether it'be right or wrong, just or unjust? 

Our opinion upon this point is supported by that of 

fifro of the most eminent Equity Judges that ever 

adorned the bench. Lord Redesdale, indeed, upon 

& case before the House of Lords *, used the words 

quoted by the learned Counsel for the respondents, 

^ That the decree was a decree taken pro con/esso, 

* Hamilton v* Houghton, 2d Bligh. 
Q4 
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]t829. ** and it was the business of the party who drew it 
*^ up to see that it was right." The same noble Lord, 
however, when he pronounced his final opinion, 
did not advert to this circumstance, but expressed 
his entire concurrence with Lord Chancellor Eldon, 
who had in the broadest and most unqualified terms 
stated, that it was the duty of Courts of Equity to 
seek into the merits of decrees that they were called 
on to carry into execution, and not to enforce such 
decrees as were erroneous and unjust. 

The learned Counsel for the respondents has com- 
plained of the eagerness of mortgagees to convert 
themselves into absolute owners of estates without 
paying their just value. The numerous clients who 
consulted that learned Counsel were, I have no doubt, 
completely protected against any such attempts. If 
the mortgagor has common prudence, he will take 
care that the debt does not by an accumulation of 
unpaid interest become equal to the value of the 
estate, and then he can always pay it off by a sale, 
and so secure any surplus for himself. He is surely 
sufficiently protected against any sudden proceed- 
ings on the part of the mortgagee, when, if he pays 
interest within twenty years, or if the mortgagee 
being in possession during that period acknowledges 
that he holds the estate as a mortgage, or treats it 
as a mortgage by conveying or otherwise dealing^ 
with it as such, he is entitled to an account t>f the 
proceedsi of the estate ; and if these have discharged 
the debt, or he is able to pay what remains undis* 
charged, he may have his estate restored to him. 

From the terms of the deeds by which the mart* 
gagees in this case conveyed away, and again took 
back their interest in this estate within twenty years 
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before the filing of the bill in 1822, the heirs of the J^^ 
mortgagor might have had an account against the 
mortgagees, and if the debt was paid they might 
have had the estate reconveyed to them. Their in- 
difference as to what becomes of the estate shows 
that they think that it is swallowed up by the mort- 
gage, and irrecoverably gone from them. If this 
be so, what claim could the annuitant, a legatee of 
the mortgagor, ever have had against this property? 
The decree of 1828, following that of 1791, declares 
that this annuity, being given in lieu of dower by 
the husband of Ann Parhther, was a charge upon 
the Hopewell estate, standing in the same degree of, 
preference as the dower for which it was substituted* 
There would be some difficulty in making out any 
right to dower that Ann Pamther ever had. . The 
estate was incumbered when she married : by join- 
ings in the mortgage for 1 0,000 /., and executing a 
deed in the manner prescribed by the Jamaica sta- 
tute for barring dower, she relinquished her right 
to dower as far as it affected that debt ; by consenting 
to the sale of the Spring Valley estate, and never at 
any time setting up any claim to dower upon it, we 
must take it for granted that for some reason or other 
she was not entitled to dower on that property. If 
Af r. Bucknor was indebted at the time of her mar- 
riage with him, it is probable that there were plenty 
of mortgage terms in existence, and that the incum- 
biuncers took care to protect themselves against any 
claims of dower by getting assignments of some of 
these terms. Besides, at the time of ler husband's 
death, in 1775, the estate was charged with 22,200/. 
of pHncipal debt that had a priority before dower, 
and there was an accumulation of interest upon this 
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Jffi9*^ debt ; bat if a widow elects to claim an annuity 
under her husband's will, instead of dower^ she takes 
the annuity as a legatee, and waives her claim to 
the preferable lien that she had on her husband's 
estate for her dower, and she is not entitled to be 
paid her annuity until every debt on her husband's 
estate has been fully satisfied. The Courts in Ja» 
maica were not justified therefore in directing that 
this annuity should be paid before any of the debts 
of the testator, whenever contracted. 

There are many other objections to these decrees, 
which have proceed from this mistake^ in consi* 
dering that she was entitled to the same degree of 
preference for her annuity as she would have been 
for her dower^ which it is not necessary for me to 
state. The annuity did not, like her dower, origi- 
nate with the marriage, which gave her an inchoate 
right to it from that time, which no subsequent act 
of the husband could defeat. Her right to the an- 
nuity was founded on an implied contract between 
her husband and herself, that was not completed 
till his death and her choosing the annuity. The 
debts were then all contracted. None of the cre- 
ditors were parties to this contract between hus- 
band and wife, and therefore none of their interests 
can be affected by it ; they were bound to take no 
tice of her right to dower, but they could have no 
knowledge of any claim of her's to an annuity. It 
18 most probable that a widow would not elect «n 
annuity instead of dower, if it did not exceed in 
amount the income that she could derive from tliat 
dower. To allow such an annuity to stand in tlie 
place of dower would be a direct fraud on all the 
creditors. If it be said that it may be ascertained 
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by inquiry whether the annuity does exceed the 18^* 
value of the dower, I answer, no such inquiry is 
directed by that decree. An inquiry could only W 
certain the value of the dower at the time that the 
inquiry was made ; it could not show the differences 
between the annuity and the dower that future 
fluctuations on the value of the estate would occa* 
sion. If these could have l)een foreseen, unless the 
annuity were to vary in amount with the rises and 
falls on the property, the creditors could not be pro- 
tected. Dower is a third of the actual produce of 
the estate. When an estate is entirely unproductive 
there is no dower payable. Hurricanes may destroy 
the crops .and buildings on the property, and render 
it entirely unproductive until it has been restored at 
H great expenditure of money. The annuitant, 
when it is again rendered productive, may exact the 
arrears that have accrued during this season of 
calamity. Creditors cannot be affected by such 
bargains as these, made behind their backs. Widows 
must be content with dower, or trust to the solvency 
of their husband's estates. If Mrs; Pamther was 
never entitled to receive any dower during her life, 
w^hich for the reasons that I have given I think she 
never was, no valid annuity could have been given 
ber in lieu of it. If she had a right to dower, dower 
not haying been assigned to her during her life» I 
know no proceedings by which the fruits of it could 
b&ve been recovered for her representatives ; but that 
iFvas not what was claimed by the bill. 

It is not shown, nor do I believe it could be 
^honvn, that all her husband's debts are paid, and 
that there was during her life, or is now, anything 
of his liable to the annuity in the hands of the i^- 
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i^^ pellaatfi. But if a right to any annuity or right to 
dower evelr existed, the remedies for the recovery of 
either of these rights have long been lost^ At law 
the arrears of an annuity can only be recovered for 
six years ; and after the lapse of twenty years with- 
out payment, the annuity itself is gone. Dower 
can only be recovered by the widow : on her death 
the claim to dower is extinct. 
1^ construe- Until lately the Judges at Westminster-hall took 
don pat on the ^ narrow view of the spirit of the statutes of limita* 

statutes of li- 

mitationis tijous. They Considered these statutes were only 
berei'than ^ intended to protect peifsons, who having paid their 
what 11 was debts were liable to be called on to pay them a 
second time, in consequence gI the loss of vouchers. 
Any allusion to the existing debt (although not 
amounting to a promise to pay it) was held to keep 
alive the right of action for the recovery of it 
A cunning person could, easily draw from an igno« 
rant debtor just such an allusion as would sati^ 
the Courts, and no more, or if by chance some explar 
nation or qualification accompanied the allusion, 
these were forgotteut and the allusion only was 
proved. It was always impossible that any one could 
be called to contradict the witness in suppcntof 
the claim. The protection which the statutes in- 
tended to give was thus entirely taken away. The 
Courts of Law have now overturned the early deci- 
sions, as being contrary to the words and spirit oi 
the Act* ; and the Legislature has gone farther than 

* See the late detenninations in A* Court t. Oo», nth 
Moore, p. 198, and 3d Bingham, 339, and Tanner v. Smari^ 
6th Bairn. & Cress, 603, in which the earlier cases on the 8ul>- 
ject are all collected and reviewed: see also Phillips on Kvi- 
dencc> toI. s, cap. 20, p. 138, seventb edition. 
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the Courts of Law could, by declaring tHat no verbal ^ ^^^\ 
promise should prevent a claim from being barred 
by the statutes of limitations*. 

The statutes of limitations are laws of peace and 
justice : when property has been so long in the pos«^ 
sessioii of a family, that it has passed to the children 
and grandchildren of those whd first acquired ity 
and they, unconscious of any defect of title, have 
foimed their habits and plans of life according to the 
ineome that the property produces, it would be 
cruel to deprive them of it. The members of the 
family from which it came (never having enjoyed 
it) suffer but little from its loss. After a great lapse 
of time it is impossible to get at truth, so as to do 
justice upon any case. You have some documents; 
but you may not have all that relate to the title, and 
those which are lost might have explained or per- 
haps done away entirely the effect of those which 
remain. Although some documents may be pre- 
servedy'the witnesses necessary to make the account 
of the transaction complete and fit for a decision, 
cannot. These were the reasons why the Legisla- 
tuire passed the statutes of limitation, and they bear 
directly on the present case. Those whom the ap- 
p^ants represent have been in possession since 
1781: no one from the year 1791 to the year 
1 8^2 pretended to have a&y claim on the property. 
That the parties to tho original transaction are long 
since dead, we know from the papers in the cause. 
It is most probable that all their clerks and agents 
are silsb dead ; there is therefore no one who can 
give any explanation of any paper that may be pro- 

• 9ChGeih4lfa, c. 14. 




Th« Court of 
Chaiicerj luis 
adopted the 
limitatioiw of 
theCoarUof 
Lftw. 



CASES ABGUBD AND DETERMIWED 

duced, or show under what circumfltaiices it ^ms 
written. 

It has been said that there are accounts in exist- 
ence, and diat these accounts inajr be surcharged 
and fidbtfied ; but we have not been told by wiMf 
evidence these surehai^;es and falsificadooB areto be 
eataUishcd. It was not pretended in the Court 
bebw that the resfwndents were in poss^mon of 
anj such evidence: if th^ had anj sucfa^ how 
eonld the appeUants now be prepared to answer it? 
The delay that has subjected the appdJbuts to this 
difficulty as to proof is entirely to be attributed to 
the respondents : it would ]be injustice to give them 
the beanefit of a difficulty which th^ have mAe\y 
occasioned. According to the accounts produced, 
and which must now be tBkea to be correct, because 
it is impossible to unravel tfaem^ there is nearly 
49,000 /, due to the appellants, a sum fiir beyond 
what this estate could evter have been worth, if the 
aceounte give a true statemaat of the pmeeeda^ 

The Court of Chancery haa adopted the Unnta^ 
tions which have been imposed on legal remedies ; 
and whereyer a Court of Common Law wiU presuaK 
that a debt i$ ss^isfied, unless there be tsomt^ eisneum-* 
stance to rebut this pnssumption, a Court of Eqnifty 
will act on the same presiwuptiott* If nothing has 
been done under a judgment for twenty years, a 
Court of Common Law will presume that it is aat^ 
6ed. If the decree of 1791 had been in a suit inafti- 
tuted by the annuitant, and had ascertained what 
was due for th« annuity, we might have had to 
consider whether, as nothing had been done on that 
decree from 1791 to 1822, we ought not to presume 
that the debt so ascertained was satisfied. But the 
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decree of ^ 791 directs the payment of no debt, nor J^^ 
does it ascertain the existence of any, but merely 
directs an inquiry whether tk&re be any debt or not, 
and the mquiry so directed was nerer entered vipaa. 
Such a decree cannot prolong the time allowed fat 
the recovery of the debt« 

This claim has never been in any manner acknow- 
ledged since the year 1775 until the present mo- 
ment. Tlie annuity ceased in 1794, when the widow 
died» and her claim for it was never made until 
twenty-eight years afterwards. 

But it has been said that, as the mortgagee has 
withifi twenty years acknoiidedged the existence of 
the mortgage, flie mortgagor has on account of such 
acknowledgment a right to sue for the redemption 
of the estate ; and that this annuitant, whose claim 
is against the equity of redemption, has a right, as 
the mortgagor does not object to it, to claim through 
his side against the mortgagee. If so, every legatee 
of the mortgagor must have the same right of in- 
sisting, that the mortgage debt is satisfied, and of 
calling on the mortgagee to give him an account of 
tlie proceeds of the estate from the time of the death 
of the mortgagor, a period of above fifty years. If 
creditors or legatees of the mortgagor had the right 
of calling mortgagees to separate accounts, every 
mortgagee would be liable to be ruine'd by the dif- 
ferent suits that might be instituted against him ; 
but from the principle laid down in the case of 
Hf^oughtan v. Binkes *, and the cases referred to by 
the Master of the Rolls in his judgment in that 
case, I think that the mortgagor or his heirs only 

♦ 6th Vesey, 57a. 
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i8gg>^ can sue the mortgi^ee for an account and redem]^- 
tion, unless it can be shown that they and the 
mortgagee are in collusion to prevent creditors or 
legatees from recovering what is due to them from 
the mortgagor's property. There is no charge of 
such collusion in this bill, nor is there any pretence 
for supposing any such collusion in the present case. 
We are therefore of opinion that the decree in 
the Court below cannot be sustained ; and we shall 
advise His Majesty to allow the appeal to reverse 
that decree, without costs, to order the Court below 
to direct that any costs that may have been paid 
under the decree shall be returned, and to dismiss 
the bill filed in the Court below, with costs. 
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ON APPEAL FROM DEMERARA. 

Simpson, Representative of Stalker,^ 
Welch & Milbura, and also of 
Stephenson, Saltmarsh & Kynaston, I Am^pUant 
Assignees of the estate and effects ( ^ 
of the said Stalker, Welsh & Mil- 
bum 

And 

Forrester & Bach, provisional Ad- 1 
ministrators of the estate and effects > Respondents. 
of Joseph Cook, deceased - J 

On the 6th of August 1817, Joseph Cook, an m- Devke of pro. 

habitant of the colony of Demerara, and who was at pertj^reaiaod 

that time possessed of a plantation called " Good SMdeathof - 

Intent,*' and the slaves and stock thereon, made his Jjjjfe^^^! 

will, which was duly iattested, and in which, after Mid, and the 

making a bequest of 10 guilders to the poor of the dbere^lomto"^ 

colony, and desiring his funeral expenses and just {** J^!J^2todfe 

debts to be fally paid and satisfied, he proceeded in the Bank of 

these words : ^' I leave and bequeath to my dearly jnSSwtof 

•* beloved wife, Mary Cook, the whole and every J|J"*!jjJ^ ^ 

'* part of my property, real and personal, during testator's 

" her life, and at her death the said property to be i^^fieHifo"'" 

** sold, and the money arising therefrom to be im- ^?^[*JJ|Pjj"" 

^' mediately deposited in the Bank of England; the at ber disposal 

** interest of which to be paid to my daughter, held^Hoft? 

** Elizabeth Knight, annually, during her life, and ^J^^^^^^^ 

^' tLe principal wholly at her disposal at her death ; married wo- 

maoy such an 



but in case of the death of my daughter, Elizabeth ^lu^ 



inte- 



rest in the property, that ber husband's creditors might, in a colony 
governed by the Dutch law, take it in execution and sell it. 

It is not incumbent on an heir to accept bis Legttim «or pors leg^tima 
of an inheritance for the benefit of his creditors. 



R 
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1829. " Knight, before the death of my wife, Mary Cool, 

^""^ ' " then the said property to remain at the disposal 

V. '' of her, the said Mary Cook ; " and the testator 

Forrester, ^j^^^^ ^^^^ giving two legacies of 1,000 guilders 

each, concluded his will in these words : ^' Uiy^y, 
^^ I hereby nominate and appoint my beloved wife, 
** Mary Cook, executrix, and the honourable Thomas 
'* Cathery, as executor, to this my last will and 
*^ testament, to act in the fullest extent and manner 
'' to carry this my will into execution ; and in case 
^^ of the death of the said Thomas Cathery, or his 
** absence from the colony, she the said Mary Cook 
** is hereby fully empowered to nominate or appoint 
*^ whomsoever she may think proper in his stead." 
• On the 20th of March 1818, Joseph Cook died, 
and on the 27th of the same month his will was duly 
proved by being deposited with the secretary of the 
StemM colony. No act of delHeratien was prayed or 
p- 107- inventory made of his estate and effects by the per^ 

sons entitled under his will. But by the law of 
SeeVaoderliii* Holland, there having been no antenuptial contract 
den, lofttit. or marriage settlement made previous to his marriage, 
8. 8. one half of his property only passed by his will, and 

the other half belooiged to his wife as survivor. 

On the 4th of Fdbruary 1821, Mary Cook made 
her will (which was duly attested), and thereby 
appointed her daughter, Elizabeth Knight, her hus- 
band, H. Knight, and the honourable Creorge 
M'Kenzie, esquire, h«r executors ; and after giving 
a sum of 22 guilders to the poor of the colony, she 
gave and bequeathed to her daughter, Elizabeth 
Knight, her true and lawful heir, all her prepay 
and effects of whatever nature they might be, real 
or personal, Thomas Cathery died in the lifetime 
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of Mary Cook, but she never exercised her power is^g. 
of appointing any one in his stead, and she herself 
died a few days after the execution of her will* This 
was duly.proved, but no act ofdeUberathn was prayed, 
and no inventory made out of her effects and estate : 
they were however taken possession of by Knight 
and his wife. As no antenuptial contract had been 
made previous to the marriage <tf Mr. and Mrs* 
Knight, no question was raised as to the moie^ 
whidfi passed to Mrs. Knight absolutely under the 
will of her mother, and became liable to the debts 
of her husband. 

On the 6th of August 1822, four negroes whoha4 

formed a part of the estate of Cook and his wife, and 

had been on the 6th of August iSao registered oi) 

oath as the prepay of his heirs, and who were at: 

that time in the possession of Knight and his wife» 

were taken in execution,under a sentence obtained by 

one Ralph Cook, against Knight and his wife, and 

9o\d publicly, without any opposition from them. 

On the 20th of March 1B23, the appellant, as agent 

Ibr Messrs. Stalker, Welsh & Milburuj and their 

ajMig^ees, obtained a provisional sentence of the 

Hi^h Court of Justice of Demenura, against Knight, 

for the sum of 31527/. i8^. sterling, with interest 

from the 27th of March 1819; and on the 19th of 

May 1825, he presented a petition to the Preside 

of the Court, praying for a warrant of execution 

^painst the property of Knight: his petition was 

granted by. an order of the President bearing date 

the 1 oth of June following. On the 9th of July 

1819^ Knight and his wife advertised the Good 

Intent estate, with 40 or 50 negroes thereon, for sale 

hy public auctioni and on the 2 2d of August, in 

R 2 
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1829. the same year, they presented a petition to the Pre-^ 
sident of the Court of Justice^, praying him to ap- 
point some fit person or persons as administrators of 
the estate and property of Cook, the testator, for the 
purpose of carrying the provisions expressed in his 
will into execution. Upon this the respondents were, 
by an order of the Piiesident, appointed, administra- 
tors for tfa^ purpose, and they immediately proceeded 
to take an inventory of the estate, and gave notice 
in the Gazette that all debts due to Cook should be 
paid to them. 

In the mean tiipe the appellant proceeded to put 
his warrant for execution into effect, and in pur- 
suance of it the deputy first marshal of the colony 
took in execution, for the separate debt' due from 
Knight, 33 of the slaves who were included in the 
notice for sale on the gth of July, and the plantation 
of Good Intent, and advertised them for sale. The 
respondents opposed this execution onthe ground that 
one moiety of the slaves and plantation belonged 
t0 them, as administrators of the estate of Cook, in 
trust for Mrs. Knight, which was not liable to the 
debts of her husband. 

t This opposition came on to be heard in the Court 
of Justice on the 17th of October 1825, when the 
Court declared it to be ^* just, legal and well 
'^ founded, as far as regarded one undivided half or 
'^ moiety of the piece of land, and 36 negroes, and 
" as such to remain in full force and effect, with 
^^ condemnatiem of the appellant, so far as he had 
** levied on the said undivided moiety^ to cancel and 
*' withdraw the same free of all costs, with inter- 
*' diction to do the same in future, and to pay the 
^' respondents all costs, losses, &c. already suffered^ or 
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^ further to be suffered in consequence, and with COD-- ^S29. 

'* denmation of the appellants in all costs." Against sxmfson 
this sentence the present appeal was instituted. 



EoftAKSTCR. 



Luskingtan (Dr.), and Talfourd^ for Appel- 
lants: — 

By the law of Demerara, where thece is no ante-^ 
nuptial contract, all property that comes to the wife 
during her coverture is entirely at the disposition of 
the husband, and liable to the payment of his debts, 
except it is subject to ^Jidd comnussum^ that is (as 
we should term it), a trust, or condition, that after 
a limited time it is to revert to a third person. Van« 
derlinden's Institutes, L \jCap. 3, scf^. 8. In this case 
there was no antenuptial contract and Mrs. Knight, 
after her mother's death, took an absolute interest in 
Mr. Cook's moiety of the estate and negroes under 
the words of the will. The rules of interpretation 
of wills are the same in the law of Holland as they 
are in that of England, and indeed in the laws of all 
countries, because they are the rules of common 
sense. According to the decisions in the Court of 
Chancery here in similar cases it is clear, that Mrs. 
Knight would take an absolute interest in this 
moiety. Barf ard v. Street; i6,Vesey, 135; Irtaim 
V. Farrerj 19 Vesey, 85; and Nunnock v. JHor- 
ton, 7 Vesey, 391 ; Lowndes on Legacies, p. 1 Si- 
Mr. and Mrs. Knight too always treated this as an 
absolute property, until they began to entertain 
fears of an execution. They registered the negroes 
in the names of Mrs. Cook and themselves, and 
a^fter her death they suffered' four of them to be 
taken in execution, and sold for a debt of Mr. 
ICnighfs without any opposition. According to the 




236 CASES ARGUED AND DETEKBONED 

J899^ law of Holland they did quite sufficient to adiate 
the estate, and it was not till they found that their 
whole property was likely to be taken from them for 
the payment of their debts that they set up a pre- 
tence of its being the wife's separate estate, and an 
application was made to the Court to appoint ad- 
ministrators to Mrs. Cook. It is a general rule both 
of law and equity that a man shall not be permitted 
to obtain credit on the fact cf hir being possessor 
of property, and that when he is asked for pay- 
ment to turn round upon his creditors and say, it 
belongs to my wife, and you cannot touch it But 
at any rate by the law of Holland no testator is able 
to leaTC away more than two thirds of his proper^ 
ik>m his children if they are less in numbw than 
five (as was the case here), and this third part 
(which is called the *' legititBy^ ox par$ iegUima), 
and which he is thus incapacitated from devising 
away, he cannot burthen with wayjidei commissum. 
Vanderlindofis Jbiaiiutes^ L i, c^. 9, ss. 5 & 8« To 
this legitim therefore, even if it should be held that 
Mrs. Knight does not take the whole of her fath^*s 
moiety absolutely, the creditors are clearly entitled ; 
for as Mr. Cook could not m his will subject it ta 
any fdd commistumj it would descend to her abso- 
lutely, and as such would be Uable to the debts of 
ber husband. 

Adam (K. C.)> for Respondents : — 

The simple question here is, whether Mis. Knight's 
property was liable to the debts of her husband. 
We do not dispute the general doctrine, that during 
coverture all the estate of the wife is liable to the 
debts of her husband. But we say there are excep* 
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tions to tbis rule, and that tliis case falls within one 1 829. 
of these exceptions, if the will of Cook is to be. 
considered without adverting to the cases which 
have been cited irom the reports of the Court of 
Chancery in England, there can be no doubt that 
he meant his daughter to have the income arising 
fipMn the property he left her for her life, indepen- 
dently of her husband, and much more so of the 
creditors of her husband. He was doubtless well 
aware ei the state of his son4n-law's affairs, and his 
kiteBtion was to provide for bis daughter, so that 
ahe HUght not want durijog her life, and to give her 
a power (^d]Spositio|Q over his property at her death* 
If be had intended to confer on her an absolute 
iatenest in it, he would not have ordered it to be 
sold, and the proceeds to be invested in the Bank 
&£ England ; nor would he have directed the interest 
to be paid to her annually during her life, but he 
would have given her the whole at once. He ap- 
pointed no trustee, because by the civil law no trus- 
tee is required. What we in England effect by a 
trustee is according to that law effected by a fidei yan^erUn. 

mr 1 ' /• 1 1 den 9 Instit. 

cmmmssum* The person who first takes the pro- book 1,0.9, 
perty fs bound by it to i>bs^rve the intention of the 
testator. 

{Lord Wynford: — 
Would not the Court of Chancery raise a trust 
^f the same kind in a similar case ?] 

Where there is an express limitation for life with 
power to dispose by will, the interest is equivalent 
only to an estate for life, and the power is to be 
executed pri$ad fade, ^i least by will. Roper on 
Husband and Wife, p. 200. One of the cases cited 
• R4 



.8. 
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1029.^ by Mr. Roper in support of that position is Nam- 
nock T. HortoHf which has been adduced by the 
Counsel on die opposite side for a v^ diflferent pur- 
pose. In that case a life interest in a fund was 
given, with power to dispose of it by deed or will ; 
the power was not properly executed, and it was 
held the property attempted to be dlqposed of did 
not pass. In the case of Barfard v. Street^ the 
power given to the plaintiflP was to be executed by 
deed or will; it was executed by deed, and the 
question was whether it was such an execution of 
the power that the trustee in whom the property 
was vested ought to convey the legal interest to 
her. In the case of Irwin v. Farrer an estate for 
life was given with power to appoint by deed, w 
otherwise. The plaintiff filed her bill to have the 
money paid over to her, and the Court held that 
under theword^'otherwise"8he had an absolute power 
of disposition over the fund, and that the demand by 
the bill was a sufficient exercise of the power to 
enable it to order the payment <^ the mcmey. 
The present case differs from all these, as 'the 
power of disposition is given by will alone. Mrs. 
Knight has in no way adiated the property in dis- 
pute. It was in Mrs. Cook's possession during bar 
life, under the will of her husband. After her 
decease Mrs. Knight and her husband were the 
only persons (Mr. Cathery having also died, and no 
one having been appointed in his stead) who had 
any right to Mr. Cook's moiety of the estate. 
They took possession of it for the purpose of dia« 
posing of it in, the inanner directed by his wiU« 
The rule of the civil law is, that when possession 
is taken by any one, it is presumed that it is taken 
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Wider that title which is nuMst beneficnd to the jpos- 18S9. 
sesaor. The questioa of adiatioa ia purely a quet« sikimv 
tion of intentioDy and we are boand to refer Mrs. 
Knight's acts of ownership to the title that is most 
faroumble to her interests. There is no fact to 
show that she intended to tale this property in 
opposition to her father's wilL During a period of 
foor years indeed four of the slaves were taken, and 
sold by the marshal for the debts of her husband^ 
and she did not oppose it, but acts of nonfeasance 
and omission ought not to be construed to operate 
to the detriment of any person. As to the question 
of kgitinif if she had taken it, the kgUim would 
have been liable to her father's debts, but she 
elected to take under her father's will, and thereby 
rejected the legitime Mrs. Knight's means of sid)- 
sistence depend upon the decision of this case, and 
it is to be hoped it will not be adverse to her. 

[Ra^h (Serjeant) and Hianq^san were with Adam 
for the req[>ondents, but it being intimated that the 
Court was with tiiem, they offered no arguments.] 

LushiftgUm, in reply : — 

Mrs. Eaiight in this case has a general • power of 
disposing of the estate, and slaves which bel<mged 
to her father after her mother's death, by the woids 
of the will. She is also capable of disposing of the 
proceeds of it during her life. If you couple both 
these powers together, she has the absolute power 
of disposing at any time of the property, and there- 
fore an absolute interest in it This is the will 6f 
an Englishman and made in the English language, 
and therefore ought to be construed by the rules by 
vfhich English wills are construed ; and according 
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18801 to theie rales she takes an absolute inter est Tlie 
iDteiition of the testator can only be gathejred from 
what he has put into writing ; andif it W9snot»thei^ 
is not a qrllable in the case to show that he knew 
that his son-in-law was in distressed circumstances 
at the time of his making the will. The compassion 
of their Lordships had been called upon for the 
Situation of Afrs. Knight, but he trusted their jus- 
tice woulc^ lead them to assist the creditors in reco- 
vering their just demands. 

Lord Wynfohd : — 

AU thai has been decided by the caMs which 
have been cited to us from the reports of the £i^- 
Ush Court of Chancery is, that if an estate for life 
be given to a pezson in a property, with a power of 
disposing of thai property either by will or deed, he 
may by a pn^per execution of his power at any time 
during his life acquire sji absolute interest* in that 
property. No Court of Equity has however yet said 
that befoie the donee had done any act to ae^uirf 
that absolute interest, his creditors might take the 
property in execution, and pwceed to an inmiediate 
sale of it. The question iB4eed here is whether the 
creditors can do what the parlj herself cannot do ; 
for the testator directs that ''at the death of his 
'^ wife bis estate, real and personalr shall be sold, 
^* thsA the mwe^ prising from the sale shall be im- 
f ' mediately deposited in the Bank of England^ and 
'' that the interest shall be paid to his daughter 
'' JBlizabeth Knight annually during her natural 
<< life, and the principal to be wholly at her dis- 
'' posal at her death." During her life Mrs. Kn%ht 
has only the annual income arising from the pro« 
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perty ; at ker death, and not till then, is she to have isog. 
the power to dispose of the principal. Neith^ the 
word ^Meed," nor any other word whickiias been 
considered by our Courts of Equi^ as giving an 
auth<Nrity to dispose of the fund by an act inter 
vwaSy is to be found. hoe. The meaning of the tes- 
tator is clear ; Mrs. Knight was not to dispose of the 
bulk of the property, but by an instniment which 
was to take effect after her death. The disposition 
which a person engaged in the business, or ifi the 
enjoym^it of the pleasures of life, woidd make to 
take effect at the moment, would be very different 
from one he would make, which waa not to come 
into operation until after his decease : in ethe for- 
mer case he would consider himself, in the latter 
his children. It is important to the interests of 
widows and children, that the doctrine allowing 
persons to whom the income of property is given fop 
their lives, with a power of disposing of the principal 
&f it at their deaths, to get the control over the whole 
at once, should not be extended. The circnm- 
stances I have mentioned distinguish this case firom 
tiiose that have been cited to us from the decisioM 
of the Courts of our own coun^, but if they bore 
more stnmgly upon it, than they appear to me to do, 
we must decide it according to the laws of Holland. 

The Dutch, as well as all the other nations of &irope 
(excqpt the Spaniards), have rejected that part of 
the Roman law wiiich secured to the wife all her 
property, and protected it against the debts of the 
husband. The Dutch, indeed, have carried the Henry's trans- 
eammunitas banorum farther than most other modem dwUn^'I*"" 
states ; for (as we find it stated in a very eiccellent institutes, 
book, for a translation of which the public are very 5. By pi ^^' ' 
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1829* much indebted ta a Ge&tlemaii at diis bar) by 
the kw of Holland all proper^, whether acquired 
by purchase, descent or gift, either before or after 
marriage, and all profits made from such prop^t^, 
are brought by marriage into community, and are 
liable to the debts of the husband and wife. The 
only property which is excepted from this law is 
such property as by the operation of the deed or 
will giving it, or by some contract previous to mar- 
riage, is to pass after the death of the first donee to 
some particular person, and such property as is 
aflfected with a trust or^eic0nii»M9ffm. The property 
in question was not given over to any jmrticular person 
by name, but to such person as Mrs. Knight, by some 
mstrument to take effect after her death, should 
dispose of it I think that part of the testator s will 
would prevent the entire interest in the property 
from being brought into community; although I 
think the profits of it would be brought into com- 
munity, and be liable to the husband's debts. The 
appellairts hive. not attempted to get these profits 
into (hdr hands, but they seized and were proceed-r 
ing to a sale of the property itself. This they had 
no right to do. The property is aflfected with a 
tnmt or ^fidei ammissum ; it is to be sold, and the 
proceeds of the sale are to be deposited in the Bank 
of England. The execution of this trust, created by 
the vnll of the donor of the property (who had a 
right to encumber his gift with whajt conditions he 
pleased), would be defeated, if the sale were to be 
made by the creditors of the husband, and they, 
instead of investing the proceeds in the Bank, were 
to apply them in payment of the debts due to them- 
selves. Whether, when the trust shall have been 
executed by a sale of the property, and by investiag* 
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the pioceeds in the Bank» the husbaod's creditonit 1829* 
may get hold of the dividends, is not now to be 
decided. They can only be entitled to the fniit ; 
they have attempted to cut down the tree which ia 
to bear it, and this attempt has been very properly 
defeated by the Court below. 

Then another point has been ingeniously made at 
the bar, that the testator could not annex this trust 
to the whole of the property bequeathed by his willj^ 
because his daughter was entitled to the third part 
of that property as her legitimate share or legitim ; 
but in the very chapter of Vanderlinden to which Vanderiin- • 
we were referred as supporting this objection, it wiH tutei, ^i," 
be found that a parent may put his child to her ^g'^^'^ 
election whether she will take her legitimate share of 
his property unfettered, or the whole of it, subject to 
Kjidci oommissum. This will subjects the whole of 
the testator's property to ^Jidei cammissum. The 
daughter could only take the whole property under 
this will subject to ihaX Jidei cammmum. She has 
taken the whole property, and she must therefore be 
presumed to have adopted the will, and to have re- 
linquished the legitim. Then it is said she could not 
do this to the prejudice of her husband's creditors- 
Suppose she had conveyed it away before this suit 
ccmuneiiced, could her husbandV creditors have got 
itbacki^in? Certainly not. In England indeed i3£i]z.c.5. 
by the statute of Elizabeth, and (as Lord Mansfield See Lord 
has said) at common law, property may be got at JbiS^ons 
when it is conveyed away in fraud of judgment^re- JP Cadogm ». 
ditors ; but in this case there is no pretence for say- per, p. 434. 
ing that the legitim has been conveyed away in 
fraud of a judgment, and if it had been conveyed 
away without fraud, the creditors right would have 
been destroyed. When Mrs. Knight gave up the right 
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192Q. she had to the kgUim^ although it was not an ex** 
press, yet it was in effect a conveyance of the 
property, and it appears to have been so conveyed 
away before the proceedings were instituted under 
which the present appellants claim. Upon these 
grounds we are of opinion, that the judgment of the 
Court below ought to be affirmed. 

Some discussion took place on the subject of costs, 
at the conclusion of which Lord Wynford delivered 
Ae opinion of their Lordships : *' As the daughter 
'^ has for some time permitted her husband to deal 
" with this property as his own, by which circum- 
^^ stance the creditors might have been deceived| 
<' we think this appeal should be dismissed without 
•' costs.- 

Henry (amicus curia) mentioned a case firom 
Sande's Decisiones Frisicss, which had been deter^ 
mined upon the same grounds as the present *» 

• Saade Dedsiones FHsicfle, lib. 3, tit. 13, def. 3. ^ Tltiufl 
<« imdto me afieno opprea s o i oorim cuite ccmnniiMirfo cradi* 
<< toribiis 91118 ceMit omnibus boniey idsupevqut ptomiaift aa iit 
** satiflfacturua, ai quaadecunqua ad pmgiiiorem redierit for* 
« tunam. Post decesait mater Titii» eodem instituto hcrede 
** aed cum onere fidei commiaaf umveraaUa, dehinc etiam obiit 
« fiEua Titii, eodem Tkio hmede raatStmo, aed tantom ex 
*« uaufruefut eC proprictaie idieeA iratrf anob TitiaB ndelqiie 
^ teatamento acquierit. Hinc creditorea 'fitii coateuduiit ipai 
<< Tltio ex utr&que hcreditate, et matria, et filii competisse 
<< I^timam Gberam ab omni onere, quam ille in fraudem ere* 
** ditonim Buonim non potuit repudiare. Itaque petunt ae in 
<* loeum Titii aubrogari» aibtqiie utramque legiiimam adjudicari» 
« varum rapulaam tuleruat. so^ Deo'^S auio i6ao. Sybe 
<< Peyma impetrant Exe Douvea Ghedaeghde." See alao 
Voet ad Pand. lib. 36, tit. 1, No. 37 ; Van Leuwen'a Room- 
Dutch LaW| book 3, cap. i, dec. 9, €f teju. 
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ON APPEAL FROM CALCUTTA. 

Ramtonoo Mctx^jcK, RamcomnaiI . ,, , 
MuLiiCK, and others, jAppeliants. 

And 

RaiHgopaui. MulliCk & Rahrut-1 » J ^ 
TosMuLLicK* jRespandents. va^ 

This was an appeal from an order of tbe Supreme Constroctioo 
Court of Judicature at Fort William, in Bengal, of wui. 



the 2d of May 1821, disallowing exceptions taken whamat 
to a report of the Master of the 9th of June 1S20, tJa^om woii 
in a suit instituted by the appellants against the JSato^koa 
respondents, for an account of the property of which and a temple 
Nemychum Mullick, the father of all the parties to another, it ^d 
this suit, died possessed. The report of the Master J^^^'^.f** 
was made in pursuance of an order to him to inquire the first place 
and report (among other things) what sum would S^Son^of 
be requisite for the performance and execution, in * temple- 
a suitable manner, of the several acts, works and Susi^to hi- 
ceremonies directed by the will and testamentaiy V*™ whether 
papers of Nemychum MuUick to be performed reiigiousbuiid- 
and executed. Nemychum's will and testamentaiy j^^Qd^s 
papers consisted of four written orders or directions^ lSIli^^°"r 
all of the same date, and addressed by him to the where a 



respondents, who were his eldest and fourth sons, 5f ^^"^^^ » 

'^ ' ' Ohaunt to be 

built, referred back to the Master to inquire whether by the usages of 
the Hinil0oa it was neoeasarj that it ahoolii also be consecrated. 

Where a testator made two of hb sons his executors, aud directed 

that, when thej should perform a religious or other act they should give 

notice to their brothers, and tbejr should all perfonn the act, otherwise 

whatever the executors mi{;ht think proper they should do, and should 

\ objections to it, they should be inaifa 



aiiT one raise objections to it, they should be inadnisaible : helc^ that it 
did not eive the executors an onhmited discretion in expending the tes- 
tator's fortune in rel%k>itt ceremonies^ 



* £x Relatione. 
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MOLLICK. 
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1820.' and whom he constituted his executors. The parts 
MoLLicK, of them to which this order referred were the fol- 
lowing : '' You will from my estate perform my 
'' obsequies and those of my wife, and constantly 
'' perform religious acts in a suitable manner* 
'* Whenever you perform any religious, or other 
^* acts, you two brothers will inform the other six 
'^ brothers; and if they acquiesce in your opinions, 
'' you eight brothers will perform the act coUec- 
" tively; otherwise, whatever you two brotherar 
'^ think proper, you will do ; and should any one 
** raise objections, it is inadmissible." — *' It is my 
*' desire to perform some work at Sri Sri Brindabun 
*' and Sri Sri Juggernaut, and to make a ghaunt * 
'' on the bank of the Ganges, and to cause the 
*< Srimat Bangbot, the Sri Mohabharat, the Val* 
** mickee Puran, and the Choytonyo Mungul, to be 
*^ chaunted : should good or harm happen to me 
*^ before the completion of these, you will perform 
*' all these acts, and defray th^ expense thereof from 
** the residue of my estate, which remains in your 
<< charge. It is my wish to make a temple for the 
'' Sri Sri Moha Probhu Jee, at Ombica : should 
*^ I die before the completion of this, you will make 
'* the temple, and consecrate it, from the residue 
'' of my estate which remains under your charge.** 

The proceedings in this appeal were crparte^ no 
one appearing for the respondents. 

i^;tAie (Serjeant), and JemiTie^/, who appeared for 
the appellants, were desired however by the Court 
to state and argue the case, which they accordingly 
did. 

* A ghaunt is a flight of steps, or a landing-place on the bank 
of a river. 
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Lord Wynford: — 1829. 

The interest of sovereigns, as well as their duty, Mvluck 
will ever incline them to secure, as far as it is in their nu^ucs. 
power, the happiness of those who live under their 
government; and no person can be happy whose 
religious feelings are not respected. If Uns were 
a case between Europeans and Hindoos, we would 
not take a step without the assistance of some of the 
persons from India, who are acquainted with the 
usages of that country with regard to the ceremonies 
that ought to be observed, and the works that ought 
to be performed on the death of an opulent native ; 
for we should fear, lest by the judgment which we 
might advise his Majesty to pronounce, the feelings 
of the people of Hindostan might be wounded ; but 
this is a case where some members of a Hindoo 
family object to the allowance, that has been made 
to other members of the same family for the expenses 
of the obsequies of the father of all the litigant 
parties, and of the works w}iich that father by his 
-will directed to be done by those to whom he 
bequeathed his fortune. With respect to the obse- 
quies, as the will gives no directions how they are 
to be performed, we have only to consider upon the 
evidence which these parties have laid before us 
ivbether the sums allowed for their performance are 
morej than have usually been expended at the fiine* 
rals of persons of the same rank and fortune as the 
deceased. If they are more, as some members of 
the fkmily object to them, we ought not to sanction 
the expenditure. The sums which have been 
alioi^ed for the obsequies and works exceed a sixth 
of the property of the deceased, although he left 
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1829. behind him eight sons and two daughters. ThL? 
MciLicK ^^^^ ^^* surprise persons who arc acquainted 
V. with the history of countries where the Roman 

Catholic religion has been established; in those 
countries a much larger proportion of mens sub- 
stance was frequently directed to what we should 
now call superstitious uses. By the laws, fon in- 
stance, now existing in Spain> a person^ whatever 
his family may be, may give to- the church one 
.fifiLh of his fortune. I cannot, however, find upon 
the evidence, any case in which in India more, than 
three per cent h£^ been expended in obsequies and 
works, and the persons on account of whom in those 
cases such allowances have been made were men of 
superior caste, and larger fortune than the deceased, 
.^e sums too which have been here allowed exceed 
what had been expended by the deceased and his 
brother for the funeral of their mother. Indeed^ 
although much evidence has been given as to what 
was usually expended on these occasions, and 
although that was the proper inquiry for the Master 
to make, he has satisfied himself with endeavouring 
to ascertain what had been actually expended, and 
not what ought to have been expended. Such a 
mode of settling a claim of this sort would leave 
families entirely at the mercy of those who execute 
the will of their parents, as they might expend 
whatever sum they liked, however ruinous such ex^ 
penditure might be to tho^e who had the property 
bequeathed to them. It is ix^e^ that in the will all 
the children are to be required by the executors to 
attend the ceremonies ; and if they decline atteud^ 
ing them, the executors are to perfQrm those cere* 
IDonie$ by themselves^ and no one is to be permitted 
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to object to tHe manner in wKich ihey sliall have I829. 
be^ii performed ; but we do not think tliis clanse mulligk 
^ves to the executors a power of incurring any ^ ^-^ 
expense they might think proper without contr'oi, 
and without account. The meaning of these words 
is this; if you do not thii^ proper to attend the 
obi^uies of your father you shall not be heard 
afterwards to find fault Willi the manner in which 
the ceremonies were performed^ or to raite trifling 
objections to the expense incurred ; but these words 
do not give the executors an^tOilimited authority to 
waste the property of the deceased, and to leave his 
children destitute. 

With respect to the works to be done, the Master 

has reported that a temple should be built and 

consecrated at Sri Sri Brindabun, a)id a ghatint 

built and consecrated on the Ganges. Now, when 

the deceased intended that a temple should lye 

built, he has said so in express words ; so when he 

intended that a building should be consecrated, he 

has expressed that intention in his will, but he has 

not directed that a temple was to be built A Sri 

di^ Biindaban, or that the ghaunt was to be conse- 

cinated; and the Master has tiot reported to us any 

^^dence from which he could have ascertained 

iftiese to have been his intention. 

We have therefore nothing to guide our judgment 
but the will of the deceased, and judging from that 
i^e cannot say we think the Master has decided 
riglitly. If no direction had been giveii in the will 
to build a temple at any place, we might hav^ 
tlioiight with the Master, who ought to be better 
aeqxiainted with the usages of the Hii^eos than we 
ca.ix be. that a temple was the only building a dying 

s 2 
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I82P. Hindoo aould have contemplated when he directed 
MvLLJCB a work to be perfonned at Brindabun, as we must 
suppose he meant a building to be used for religious 
purposes, but as there are other buildings used for 
religious purposes, until this matter is more fully 
explained to us we are bound to suppose, since he 
has not directed a temple to be built at Brindabun^ 
although he has directed one to be built at another 
place, that he meant some other building to be 
erected at Brindabun; otherwise his directions with 
respect to the one place would have been in the 
same terms as they are with respect to the other. 
If there is any usage among the . Hindoos, that 
a ghaunt or landing-place should always be conse- 
crated, we should have had evidence of that usi^. 
In the absence of such evidence the testator having, 
directed other buildings to be coiisecrated, and not 
having given any directiims for the consecration of 
this ghaunt, we think that the Master was not autho- 
rized by the will to allow the expenses attending^ 
the consecration of it. 

Fov these reasons we shall advise His Majesty 
to reverse the decree of the Court of CSalcutta^ and 
direct that Court to refer this case again to the 
Master, ordering him to inquire what, according to 
the usages of the Hindoos, should be expended in 
the obsequies of a person of the caste, and fortune 
of Nemychum Mullick ; and whether there are any 
cheaper religious buildings than temp^ea; and 
whether all ghaunts must be consecrated ; and that 
the Master be directed to reduce the allowance on 
these accounts to what is usual and proper in such 
a case as the present* 
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BY PETITION FROM THE MAURITIUS. 

The Heirs Cambernon - Petitioners^ 

And 
Egroignard & SouBRi£ - Respofulaits. ^so^' 

The petitioners, the heirs Cambemon, were in- TheComt 
tervening parties in a suit instituted for the purpose Ml^riJuslT 
of settling the rights of the family of Egroignard. ^^^^^ 
The petitioners entered their appeal against two deacj of the 
decrees of the Court of Appeals in the Island, and ^^Slr^e* 
tendered security for the prosecution .of it; their daepnwecu- 
security was objected to by the other party, and the appeal, 
court below adiuds^cd it to be insifflScient Thar wi»ro,*«t 

1 . . ^ 1 >fc . -^ -1 . « , Court has re- 

then petitioned the rrrvy Council, praying that the fused to allow 
decrees might be reversed. The Respondents pre- Jl^lJ^f^e 
scribed a counter-t)etition, praying that the petition insufficiency of 
of the Appellants might be rejected, and the decrees tendered, the 
carried into execution. By the fourth article of ^Ju'^o^XllI 
a proclamation of the .govenwH* of the Mauritius, in one tobe in- 
pursuance of instructions from the secretary for the 
colonial department, it was decreed " that all ques- 
tions relative to the securities to be given in appeals 
relative to their amount, value, sufficiency, or recep- 
tion, should be decided by the Court, against whose 
judgment or decree an appeal to his Majesty in 
his Privy Council should be made." Their Lord- 
sbips, after hearing the counsel on both sides, were 
of opinion, that as the court below had decided 
that the security tendered by the Appellants was 
insxifficient, they had no jurisdiction on the subject, 

S3 
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1830. and the Appellants petition was dismissed with 
^ * "" ' costs. 

Cambernok 

Eo.o.o'';*.^. ^' -P^^* (K- CO, for the Appellants, 

Lushington (Dr.), for the Respondents. 

]ochjuiyiB3o. A petition for leave to appeal in this case, on 
giving such security as the Council should think 
fit, was afterwards presented by the Appellant, 
which their Lordships, upon hei^ng Knight, (K.C.) 
for the petitioner, and Lushington^ (Dr.) for the Res^ 
pondents, dismissed with costs. 



&EFORE THE PIllVY COUNCIL. 253 



ON APPEAL FROM DEMERARA- 

C. Craig - - - Petitianer, aoth Feb. 

And < — V — ' 

R. ShaXD ... Respondent. An order of 

Council having 

The old instructions to the governor of Demerara, ^ri^llie 
with respect to the security to be required from mode of ap- 
appellants on granting leave to appeal from the [hecoionyland 
decisions of the superior courts of that settlement, jf^'ctedlw a 
wer^, " that good security should be given by the proclamation 
** appellant that he would effectually prosecute the datcO^the uA 
" same, and answer the condemnation, and also pay eff^t^m the 
'' 6ueh eosts and charges as should be awarded by iSth, held that 
'' his Majesty in Council, in case the sentence of thi^^^ad 
" such superior court should be confirmed*" the^aS^orlimt 

It wlui stated at the Bar to have been the practice month from 
for the* governor under those instructions (which are made^the 
similarly worded to the instructions to the governors ^*J? ^^on 

, ®^ , which the peti- 

of ' the mest of the other West India colonies^ with tion to appeal 
regard to the allowance of appeals) never to require J„ted on^the 
mcfipe tbaa 500/* security from the appellants to J^^'^'J^'jJJS 

^mswer the costs* according CO 

By an order of Council of the 15th of December J^S^*.^ 
1828,- various alterations were made in the method not according 

-^ - to the order. 

of pioseeuimg appeals from Demerara, and amongst semhu. The 
others the application for liberty to appeal was ^[jf^^ ^^^^ 
diiected to be made to the court of justice in that a greater secu- 
oolony instead of the governor ; and the court was ^^ ^^ 
emBowered^^ either to permit the sentence to be byanappeiiaot 

.-,. .1 .<! i« on granting 

^' carried uito execution, the person in whose favour him leave to 
^ it should be given entering into good and sufficient . SS^n^he'^ 

practice to require in the colony, although the instructions 
to the Governor empowered him to require greater. 

S 4 




SA4 CASES AROU£D AND DETERMINED 

^30^ " security for the due performance of such order as 
** his Majesty should make thereon, or to direct the 
'^ execution of the sentence to be suspended pending 
** the appeal, the appellant entering into similar 
<* securities to the satisfaction of the Court for the 
*' prosecution of the appeal, and for payment of all 
^' such costs as might be awarded by his Majesty .*' 
This order was directed to take effect from die 
1st of July 1829, or on such earlier day as the 
governor, or lieutenant-governor for the time being, 
should by his proclamation appoint. The lieu* 
tenant-governor appointed it by his proclamation, 
issued on the 14th of May 1829. to take effect firom 
the 1 8th of that month. 

Judgment was given against the petitioner on the 
1st of May 1829, in the sum of 5,000/., with in- 
terest and costs. On the 2nd, his attorney noted his 
appeal from this judgment, and on the 15th lodged 
Iiis petition for leave to appeal, addressed to the 
Grovemor, in the office of the government secretary. 
Hie Governor referred the petitioner to the Court 
of Justice ^' for the purpose aforesaid prayed in the 
" terms of his Majesty's Order in Council of the 
15th of December 1828.*' He then entered a pro- 
test against the proceedings of the Governor, and 
petitioned the Court of Justice. That Court on the 
6th of June suspended the sentence for . fourteen 
days, to enable him to enter into good and sufficient 
security, to be approved of by the Court, for the due 
performance of such order as his Majesty should 
think fit to make thereon. He then petitioned the 
Court, stating, that he conceived he was entitled to 
appeal on giving such security as would have been 
required in the colony previously to the issuing of 
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the last order, and praying, therefore, that they i83q. 
would accept security for the costs of the appeal, 
and grant an inhibition against the execution of the 
judgment. The Court, however, refused to grant 
this petition ; and by an order of the 2nd of July 
allowed the judgment to be carried into execution 
on the respondents entering into security in the sum 
of 7,800/. for the due performance of such order as 
his Majesty should think fit to make thereon* 

The prayer of the petition now presented to the 

King in Council was, that the petitioner might be at 

liberty to prosecute his appeal against the judgment 

of the first of May ; that the order of the 2nd of 

July, and all executions and levies thereon, might 

be discharged ; and that the respondent might be 

inhibited firom proceeding on the sentence of the 

1st of May. Two questions were made in the 

argument. One was, whether the Court of Justice 

had any jurisdiction to make an order respecting the 

costs of an appeal prior either to the proclamation of 

the new order, or the time it was ordered to take 

efiect from; the other was, as to the amount of 

security the petitioner ought to enter into. 

Adam (K. C.) and Burge, for the Petitioner. 

Lushingtan (Dr.) and Henry, for the Respon- 
dents. 

Master of the Rolls : — 

Their Lordships are of opinion, that judgment 

having been obtained on the 1st of May, and the 

neir order not having been promulgated in the 

<:oloiijr until the 14th, the petition for leave to 

appeal was not governed by that order, but by the 
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1 930. practice that existed previously. Now according to 
that practice a security for 500/. was all wLkh 
would have been required. The oirdcr of the €oQrt 
beiow was wrong ; for they ought not to have ex* 
ercised a jurisdiction in this case of entertaining die 
petition by requiring security under the new juder. 
l%«r. Lordships also are of opinion^ that as a sale 
of the petitioners property by execution would cause 
great mischief^ it would be fit ta stay proceedmgs 
under the sentence on the usual security of 506/. 
being given. 

> It waft agreed at the Bar that the securi^ for 
500/4; should be given in the* usual form, to answer 
both the costs and the condemnation. 
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ON APPEAL FROM JERSEY. 



18S0. 



John Le Quesne, the younger. Appellant. 

And 
John Nicolle - - - Respondent. i^HSi'™*'^ 

This cas^ arose on an action brought by the S^!*^^®j. 
Respondent on the 4th of December 1822, again3t hM^ntam- 
thq Appellant, to recover the. amount of a judgment ^j^|^* 
and costs, which had been obtained against him for t^ to 
(as he contended) through the negligence of the point ofthor^ 
Appellant (who was Prevot of the parish of St^ ^^t^ 
Johjx) in not having served a notice of trial* The cannot be db- 
Ro^cJ Court at Jersey condemned the Appellant ?%tition^ 
tjft psi^ the whole of the J^espondent's claim, wdth Si^reference 
costly. On the first argument before the. Privy is presented, 
CoujQtctl on the appeal from this, last judgm^t^ b^ affii^to 
their Lordships ordered it " to be referred to, the ^^^^ 
" full number of jurats of the Royal Court, to the certificate. 
'^ certify to them, whether, according to the practice 
" of the said Royal Court, with reasonable diligence, 
'' the Respondent Nicolle, notwithstanding the de- 
'' fault of the Appellant, might have reserved his 
'* right of defence as against the original plaintiff 
" Gruchy/' The full number of jurats of that 
Court by their certificate, signed by their Greffier, 
certified, that the Respondent might notwithstanding 
the default have reserved his right of defence. 
On the second hearing. 
Brougham Wiliiam, for the Respondent, 
Contended that the practice had changed since 
1822 ; and that the certificate spoke of the practice. 
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1829. as it now existed, but that according to the ancient 
Le Queskb P"^tic®> which prevailed at the time of the Appel- 
V- lant s negligence in serving the notice, the Respon- 
dent had lost his right of defence. 
Pemufigton, 6 contra. 

Master of the Rolls : — 

Any facts, such as have been stated by Mr. 
Brougham, might have been alleged in a petition 
supported by affidavits complaining of this certifi- 
cate, and asking for a fresh reference. No such 
petition has however been presented, and if the 
Court were to grant leave to present one now it 
would render litigation eternal. We have sent to 
the Coxurt below for a certificate upon a point of 
practice* That Court has returned their certificate ; 
and now it is contended that the judges there do 
not know the practice of their own court* It is 
impossible to suppose so much ignorance, and judg- 
ment must be given accordingly in favour of the 
Appellant. 
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ON APPEAL FROM THE SUPREME COURT 
AT CALCUTTA. 

Lewis Owen Edwards, - Appellant^ 
And 

Howard Ronald, GeqrgeI 
Dickson, and Thomas Lear- \Respondents. as M^ ija5r 

MOUTH, J 5Bii^l89l>! 

The Respondents brought an action of asmmpsUm a certificate 
the Supreme Court, for goods sold and delivered, and obtdnedw/ 
work and labour done, and on the common money 2^n*ofBj[^ 
counts on the 4th of December 1821. The Appellant nipt ip Eng- 
pleaded, 1st, the general issue; 2ndly, a general toanaction'^ 
plea of bankruptcy by a creditor at Calcutta, and £[^b*^ 
that the causes of action accrued before he became bankrapt at 
bankrupt ; and, Srdly, a special plea of bankruptcy : viovwiy to^b^ 
" That the said defendant heretofore, and before JSj^l'^; 
'^ and until the suing out of the commission of creditor had 
'' bankruptcy hereinafter mentioned, was a merchant d[)e"a>mraiV 
" and trader, and did use and exercise the trade of ■***?» ^ Y** 

, . , resident at 

'^ a merchant, by way of bargaming, exchanging, Calcatta. 

'^ bartering and chevisance, and sought his trade 

'' and living by buying and selling, to wit, at Lon- 

*' don, to wit, at Calcutta aforesaid. And the said 

^' defendant so using, &c., afterwards, to wit, on the 

'' 18th day of May 1820, to wit, at London, &c. 

^' became and ^as indebted as such merchant and 

'^ dealer to divers and lawful creditors of him the 

^^ said defendant, in divers large sums of money to 

'^ a large amount, to wit, &c. : and the said de- 

^^ fendant being so indebted as aforesaid, and being 
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1829. '^ a subject of Great Britain, and so using, &c: 
afterwards, to wit^ on the same day and year last 



.^ 



Edwards 



ROKALD, 



V. " mentioned, at London, to wit, at, &c., the said 
" several d^ts to the said several creditors being 
" then and there due, und wholly unpaid and un- 
'^ satisfied, he the said defendant then and there 
'^ became and was a bankrupt within the true intent 
" and meaning of the several statutes then and still 
'^ in force in that part of the United Kingdom of 
'^ Great Britain and Ireland called England, con- 
" ceming bankruptcy made and provided, some or 
" one of them ; and thereupon afterwards, to wit, 
'' on the igth of May in the year aforesaid, at 
^^ Westminster, to wh;, &c., a certain commission of 
'* bankruptcy, under the Great Seal of the United 
" Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland, bearing 
** date at Westminster the same day and year last 
^ aforesaid^ grounded upon the said several statutes, 
'* some or one of them,, w^ on the petition of 
^* Edward Edwards, a just and lawful creditor of the 
^ said defendant, to the amount required by law, 
" and concerning to the provisions of the said 
'^ several statutes, or some of them, duly awarded 
^* and issued against him this said Lewis Owen 
^' Edwards, directed to certain commissioners, &c., 
" thereby giving foil power and authority to the 
^' said commissioners, four or three of them, to exe- 
** cute the said commission, as in and by the said 
'^ commission, relation being thereunto had, &c. 
'^ By virtue of which said commission, and hj force 
^ of the said several statutes concerning bankrupts^ 
^ the major part of the said commissioners named 
^ in the said commission, afterwards, to wit, on tlie 
r' 19th of May 1820 aforesaid, at London, to wit. 
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" &c., did in due form of laW find, adjudge, and J^^ 
*^ declare the said defendant to be, and tlmt the said 
'^ defendant bad become and was bankrapt within 
^ the trae inlent and meaning of the several statutes 
'* made and then in force concerning bankrupts. 
'* And farther, that afterwards, to wit, on Saturday 
♦* the 19th of May 1820 aforesadd, at Westminster, 
** to wit, ftc, due notice was giren and published in 
^ the London Gazette, that such commission of hank- 
ie ruptcy had been and was awarded and issued forth 
'/ against him the said defendant ; and that he the 
" said defendant had been declared bankrupt thereon, 
^* and refused to surrender himself. And farther, that 
^ three several meetings were duly appointed for his 
" surrendering himself, and making a full disclosure 
^* and discovery of his estate and effects, and finish- 
'^ ing his examination under the said commission, 
^^ according to the form of the statute, ftc., and that 
*'^ he duly surrendered himself to the major part of the 
^^ said commissioners in and by the said commission 
^* named and authorized ; and submitted himself to 
^^ be from time to time examined touching the dis- 
** closure and discovery of his estate and effects ; 
*< and at the last of these three meetings at London, 
'« to wit, &c., the said defendant finished his exam- 
^ ination upon oath before l3ie said ccmimissioners, 
^ and upon such his examination, then and there 
<< made a full disclosure tod discovery of his estate 
^ and effects. And further, that he hath always, 
f < from the time of issuing forth the said commission 
'* hitherto, to wit, at London, to wit, &c., in all 
<< things conformed himself to the provisions of the 
^' said several Acts of Parliament made and then in 
^< farce as aforesaid concerning bankrupts, particu- 
^' larly of a certain Act of Parliament made in the 
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1829. " fifth year of the reign of his late Majesty King 
" George the Second, intituled * An Act to prevent 
^' * the committing of Frauds by Bankrupts.' And 
'^ further, that he the said defendant, afterwards, to 
^^ wit, on the 17th of June 1820, to wit, at London, 
" &c., duly obtained his certificate of conformity 
'' under the said commission to the said statutes 
*^ made, and then in force as aforesaid concerning 
<< bankrupts ; and which said certificate was after- 
^' wards, and before the commencement of this suit, 
^^ to wit, on the 13th of July 1820 aforesaid, to wit, 
'^ at Westminster, to wit, at Calcutta aforesaid, 
'^ duly allowed and confirmed by the Right Ho- 
'^ nourable John Lord Eldon, Baron Eldon of Eldon 
'^ in the county of Durham, then and there being 
** Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, accord- 
^^ ing to the form of the statute in that case made 
^' and provided. And further, that the said several 
'' causes of action in the said plaint mentioned ac- 
'' crued, and each and every of them did accrue, to 
^^ the said plaintiflfs before the said defendant so 
<' became a bankrupt as aforesaid^ to wit, at Lon- 
" don, &C-'' 

The Respondents joined issue upon the first plea, 
and to the second replied, ^* That the said defendant, 
^^ after he became bankrupt, and before the filing of 
^^ said plaint, ratified and confirmed the said several 
^^ promises and undertakings in the said plaint men- 
*^ tioned ;'' upon which replication the Appellant 
afterwards took issue^ and to the last plea the Re- 
spondents replied as follows ; viz. < 

'^ That the said several promises and undertakings 
^^ in the said plaint mentioned, and each and every 
^* of them, were and was made ; and that the saidT 
'' several causes of action in the said plaint men* 
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^' tioned, and each and every of them, arose and isso. 
'< accrued to the said plaintiffs at Calcutta, at Fort 
" Williani, in Bengal in the East Indies, and not 
'^ elsewhere ; and that neither at or from the time of 
" his the said defendant's becoming a bankrupt, bs 
'' in the third plea mentioned, until or at the time of 
^' his obtaining his certificate under the commission 
" in the said third plea mentioned, and of the same 
'' being confirmed and allowed by the Lord High 
'^ Chancellor of Great Britain, as in the said third 
^* plea also mentioned, they the said plaintiffs had 
" any notice of the said bankruptcy of the said 
'^ defendant, or of the issuing forth of the said com* 
" mission, or of the proceedings, or any of them 
'* had under the same as in the third plea men- 
** tioned ; and that they the said plaintiffs during 
^' all the times aforesaid were resident in the pro** 
'' vince of Bengal in the East Indies aforesaid, &c.'* 
To this replication the defendant demurred gene- 
rally, and the plaintiffs joined in demurrer. 

The issues in fact came on to be tried on the ist 

of February 1822, Sir Francis Macnaghten being' the 

only judge present ; when a verdict was found for 

the respondents on the general issue, damages 

6^992, Sicca rupees, 7 annas, 3 pice, and costs ; and 

a verdict was found for the appellant on the second 

issue* On the 2nd of February 1822, the demurrer 

was called on for argument, but the counsel for the 

appellant declining to argue it, in consequence of 

a former decision of the Supreme Court upon the 

same point, it was therefore over-ruled, and judg^ 

ment given for the respondents, 

From this decision the present appeal was in- 
instituted. 
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i8:»o. It came ob to. be heard on the 25th of May .1825, 

Inrt was then orctered tb stand 'over until an appeal 
from the GoCtrt of Session in Scotland, in the case 
Off * the Bank of Scotland v. Cuthbert^ which was 
*6a*^ ^*» then supposed to have been instituted to the House 
Sdkr'ut V. ikf of Lords^ and was in pari matarii should have been 
^ ***' detennined. After some time, however, it Was 
aacertahied tfaait no appeal had ever beaoi instituted 
a^;ainst the decision in that case, and the cause 
dierefone was . argued before their Lordships on the 
3d of April 1827. The reporter has been unable 
to. procure any note of this argument. The reajsons 
aonezed to the printed case for the appellant, which 
wwe signed .by Home (K.CT.X and Rose (K.C.)f 
wsere V. fiecaiise the certificate in the j^eaidings 
mentioned and relied upon wast duly obtained by 
the appeUant^ by virtue of the several statutes 
concerning bankrupts in England, and is by die 
law of England a legal bar to all debts contracted 
prior to the. appellant becoming banl^rupt, and 
amoi^. others tl>. the debts contracted in Calcutta 
aforesaid,, a place governed. by an4 subject to the 
lawa.of Enghmd; and the. said certificate admitted 
by the. pleadings oug^t to have been allowed as 
such legal hex to the said action, in the said 
Suprmne Court, which being a Court constituted 
by charter from the Crown, pursuant to an Act of 
Parliament in that behalf, and administering justice 
according to the laws of England, ought to have, 
given eflkct to the certificate granted by virtue of 
the said several statutes. 

That the said issue of fact joined on the replica- 
tion to the said first plea of bankruptcy, being 
found for the appellant, the said plea is a bar to 
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tlie said action, and the appellant was entitled to 1830.^ 
judgment on the whole record. 

That the appellant was entitled to judgment on 
the said demurrer, as the matters stated, and alleged 
in the said replication to the said second plea of 
bankruptcy are not sufficient in law to avoid the 
legal effect of the matters pleaded in the said 
second plea, and by the said replication admitted 
to be true." 

The reasons annexed to the printed case for the 
respondents, which were signed by the Solicitor- 
General Tindal, were ^^ Because the law of England 
by which a bankrupt is discharged by his certificate 
from debts contracted before his bankruptcy, depends 
upon a statute which has no provisions applying to 
the case of a debt contracted and sued for in the 
£ast Indies : 

Because the Justices of the Supreme Court of 
Judicature at Fort William, in Bengal, have no 
jurisdiction by the charter granted under the 13th 
Geo. 3. c. 63, to give the effect to the bankrupt's 
certificate which is contended for by the plea.' ' 

The case being one of great importance, their 

Liordships took time to deliberate upon it, and the 

final judgment of the Court was delivered by the 

Lord Chancellor in writing on the 4th of March 

1 830, in these terms, *^ I have read and considered 

** tlie papers in the above case, and am of opinion 

«* tliat the judgment of the Court in India ought to 

•* be reversed. I think the certificate was in this 

^' case a sufficient bar.^' 



Tlie principle, that a bankruptcy is a complete bar to all A bankrupt, 

Actix^n* ft>r debts contracted previously to it, haa been also re- ^^° has as- 

**^ '^ ^ ' signed his pro- 

T 2 
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p«rty JLo his cognized by the Privy Council in the case of Qudin v. Moiuon^ 

assigueeft un- which was heard on appeal from Jersey, on the 14th of July 

der a Freiidi « trtr ^ 

cormntssion I027. 

of bankrapty Quelin, the appellant, had been declared a bankrupt by a 

cjiniiot after- judinnent of the Tribunal of Commerce at Nantes, on the aoth 
wards be sued ', <« «*!•« .i» ,>. 

in a Court of of January, 1833. He obtained a protection trom arrest, (muj 

Justice ill the conduk)y but afterwards absconded to Jersey. In his absence 

British do- j^^ ^^^ prosecuted for a fraudulent bankruptcy, and was con- 

one of his rre- demned par contumace to nve years impnsonment and hard 

(litorsfora labour (/rflvflMx ^rc^*). Previously to his bankruptcy he had 

underwit ^ given a note of hand for 7,000 francs {billet ^ ordre) to a widow 

o,. . of the name of Nau, in Nantes. She proved the amount of this 

even for a ^^^^ ^s a debt under the bankruptcy, but did not attend the 

debt not meeting for the appointment of an assignee {syndic definiH/X 

proved under ^,^ ^ banker, and afterwards indorsed the note over to a third 

' ^ ^ , person, who indorsed it to the respondent, the plaintiff in the 
Tliefnctofthe V, ' , .!•../., u 1 .u n 

bankrupt hav- Court below, an mhabitant of Jersey. He sued the appeUant 

ing absconded, for the amount of the note in the Royal Court there. The ap- 

nnd having pellant pleaded his bankruptcy in France in bar of the action, 

demned whilst ^"^ on his plea being overruled he appealed to the Privy Coun« 

absent, to five cil. Their Lordships ordered the following questions to be 

swnme"^and referred to two French Advocates, to be named by the British 

hard labour, Ambassador at Paris, 1st, Whether a person whose property 

J»»'o^"*^"- had passed to Syndics under the law "cfe lafai/lite'* could 

ruptcv, does afterwards be sued by any creditor, who had proved his debt 

not give any before the Syndics? 2dly, If, generally, sudi person could 

further right ^ot afterwards be sued by such a creditor, did he lose that pro- 
to a creditor . _ "^ _ , '^ 

to sue him for Section by a sentence par contumace^ and by competent judges, 

a debt con- for not having been able to give a proper account of his receipts 

h^^bmikmpt^ and disbursemenU, for having misapplied several sums of 

cy, money and other property to the prejudice of his creditors, for 

having concealed his books, or not have kept them, and lor 

having violated the sauf conduit granted him by the Tribunal of 

Commerce ? The Ambassador made choice of Messrs. Dela- 

grange and Dupin ain^, and they having given their opinion upon 

the first point, << that the bankrupt could not be sued even by « 

creditor who had not proved his debts before the Syndics* mnA 

a fortiori could not be sued by one who had proved ;** and upon 

the second, " that the sentence par contumace would not have 

any effect so as to give a new right to sue to a creditor," their 

LordFhips, on die 23rd of February 1828, reversed the judgineiU 

of the Court below. 
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BY PETITION FROM ANTIGUA. 

In Re The Justices of the Court of Common ^^^^J^^' 
Pleas at Antigua. 6ih April. 

The petitioner in this case had been dis-barred by CoiomolCourts 
the Justices of the Court of Common Pleas at An- ^PJ?r!!i;j^" 

vocates who 

tigua for various acts of professional and general misconduct 
misconduct, with which he had been charged by the fromprBcti&ing 
Attorney-general and several other practising Advo- ^nnot*be'd»- 
cates there. . The Advocates at Antigua practise both puted. 
as Barristers and Attomies. They are admitted to 
practise in both characters by the Court of Common 
Pleas there, and afterwards practise in all the other 
Courts in the Island*. Previously to the final order 
for the dis-barring the petitioner the Court had, at 
the desire of the Colonial Secretary, examined wit- 
nessess upon the charges which had been made 
a^iast him. He petitioned the Privy Council to 
restore him to the Bar. The Judges presented a 
memorial in answer to the allegations contained in 
his petition, in which they cited the King v. Graifs 
Inn i*, and Mitchells case if, as authorities to prove 
the right of Courts to expel from the Bar those of its 
members who misconduct themselves. The case 
vf^LS argued at great length upon the merits. 

Surgt and Athill for the Justices also cited the 
King V. Southerton §, in answer to a complaint made 
hy the petitioner that the Justices had proceeded to 

* See the 3rd Report of the Commissioners on the Adminis- 
tration o^ Justice in the West Indies, page 26. 

^ Co wper, 339. X 3d Atkyns, J 73. § 6th East, 143. 

T3 
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1830. dis-bar him instead of striking him off the Roll as an 
-" attorney, in which case he contended there must 

The Justices have been a regular prosecutor, and the Kingy. 
Commoninm Crosbjf **, in answer to an objection made by him in 
atAntigoa. jj^^ Court below, that as there had been no prose- 
cutor, none of the witnesses who had been examined 
by the Justices could be indicted for perjury, and 
therefore that the proceedings against him were not 
valid. 

Lord Wykford: — 

In England the Courts of Justice are relieved 
from the unpleasant duty of dis-barring advocates in 
consequence of the power of calling to the Bar and 
dis-barring having been in very remote times dele- 
gated to the Inns of Court. In the colonies there 
are no Inns of Court, but it is essenticd for the due 
administration of justice that some persons should 
have authority to determine, who are fit persons to 
practise as advocates and attomies there. Now 
advocates and attomies have always been admitted 
in the Colonial Courts by the Judges, and the Judges 
only. The power of suspending from practice must, 
we think, be incidental to that of admitting to prac- 
tise, as is the case in England with regard to attor- 
nies. In Antigua the characters of advocates and 
attomies are given to one person ; the Court there- 
fore that confers both characters may for just cause 
fake both away. Although indeed our own Courts 
do not dis-bar for the reason I have mentioned, I have 
no doubt they might prevent a barrister, who had 
acted dishonestly from practising before them. In 

♦ 7 th Term ReporU, 515, 
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a case ** which came before us a short time ago from laso. 

Bombay, none of the members of this Board doubted ^^^^ 

that the Supreme Court there had authority to pre- The Jusoom 
vent English barristers to practise before them. The Commonneaf 

question was whether their authority had been pro- «t Antigua. 
perly exercised. Whilst advocates in the Colonies 
have an appeal to his Majesty the power to remove 
them from practice can never be abused. 

Lushington (I^r.\ for the Petitioner, 

Disclaimed all intention of disputing the jurisdiction 
of the Court at Antigua. 

The Report of the Council to his Majesty was that 
they saw no reason to advise him to interfere with 
the order of the Court below. 



ON APPEAL FROM GIBRALTAR. 
Jose Santacana t Aloy - Appellant. 
Jayme Ardevol - - - Respondent. isso. 

T^HIS was an appeal from a decision of the Court No appeal will 
of Civil Pleas at Gibraltar, in an action brought jadgment of 
by the respondent against the appellant, for money *^f J^®'' 
had and received for his the respondent's use. The sroand thatic 
appellant pleaded a set-off, and on trial he ad- tbcTtesdmooj 
mitted the respondent's claim, and then endea- !!L5!;!!?!l, 

* I168M8 lIIipn/» 

perly. 
* In that case the Recorder's Court had suspended the whole 
bar for bIjl months from practice. On the hearing the Privy 
Council deferred its determination until farther evidence should 
fuire been brought from Bombay, but the case has never been 
brought forward again. 

T4 
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1830. voured to establish his own set-off by evidence. 

^^"^ The Court however decided against him, and he 

V. then instituted his appeal. His reason for doing so, 

^"'^^*- as stated in his printed case, was, that this decree 

was contrary to the evidence given at the trial. 

Pollock (K. C), and Tomlinson, for the Appellant. 
Adam (K. C), and Busby^ for the Respondents. 

Master of the Rolls: — 

Tlieir Lordships are of opinion that they ought 
to decide this question upon general principle^ and 
not upon a mere point of form *. The Court below 
proceeded on the ground that they discredited 
the witnesses on the part of the appellant. 
This Board never heard of an appeal having been 
instituted on the ground that witnesses had been 
discredited ; the Court below were aware of the 
character of those witnesses ; and besides the know- 
ledge of their character had the advantage of 
seeing their demeanour and behaviour, of which 
we oii written evidence have no power of judging. 
We feel it our duty therefore to decide this case on 
the general principle, that no appeal will lie from 
the judgment of a Court below on the ground that 
the Court discredited the witnesses produced to them 
by either party. 

Appeal dismissed, with costs. 

* An objection had been made that the appeal should not 
have been made from the judgment of the Court below on the 
trial of the case, but that an application ought properly to have 
been made to that Court for a new trial, and if they had refused 
to grant One, an appeal ought to have been instituted from their 
judgment on that occasion. 
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ON APPEAL FROM THE ISLE OF MAN. 

Frederick La Mothe, - - Appellant, 

And 
Rebecca Elizabeth La Mothe, Respondent. iB5o. 

Dominique La MotUe, in the Hfe-time of his A wife takes 
wife, Susanna La Mothe, and in the years 1768 and rest in the 
1 775, purchased some lands of the tenure called J^U^^^of*"* 
Quarterlands, in the Isle of Man. Susanna died in Quarteriands 
1803, having previously by her will bequeathed to Man* pur- ^ 
Dominique all her share of their houses and lands^ hMbanj^that 
to hold unto him, his heirs and assigns, for ever, she idrt, by a 
He died shortly after, having by his will given to dmerdev'ise^ 
the appellant, his heirs and assigns, the property he fk"*^"^?!,**^ r 
had purchased in 1768 and 1775. The appellant him or her 
thereupon took and continued in possession of this if »hrmakes 
property until 1825, when the respondent, who was J"^|^^"^„jJ^*® 
the heiress at law of Dominiquct brought an action band, he takes 
against him for a moiety of it. This action was y^ under^ 
upon the first trial dismissed, with costs. Upon ap- ^^^ will, and 

tr t* ir y r r cannot devise 

peal however to the house of Keys the respondent them away 
y^SLS declared entitled to a moiety of the property, at-law, ashT 
From that decree this appeal was instituted. The ^J^jJ^^^'jJ^* 
question was, whether the moiety claimed by the done, 
respondent passed under the will of Mrs. La Mothe 
to her husband, or whether he remained in posses- 
sion of it under his purchase *. By the law of the 
island, quarterland, which has passed one descent^ 

* Johnson's Manks Jurisprudence, p. 36. 
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1830. or to which the title is by devise, cannot be disposed 

Lk MoTHE ®^ ^y ^^^^ *• ^^y proprietor may dispose of it by 

V. deed, but the first purchaser cdone has the power of 

La Mothe. j i 1 •11 J, 

doing SO by will y. 

The appellants contended, that although Mrs. La 
Mothe, if she had survived her husband would have 
been entitled to a moiety of his purchased lands f; 
yet as he survived her, he remained entitled to 
them as a purchaser, notwithstanding her deviae to 
him, and was consequently entitled to devise them 
himself to whomsoever he pleased. The respondent 
contended that Mrs. La Mothe took such an interest 
in a moiety of the lands upon the purchase as to be 
able to devise it to her husband or children ; that 
she did devise it to her husband ; and he took it 
under her will, and consequently had not the power 
of disposing of it by his will, and that therefor it 
passed to his heir at law. Both parties relied upon 
the Act J of Tynwald of aad of July 1777, intituled 
*^ An Act for the ascertaining the interest of a Wife 
*• or Widow in the estate of her husband," in 
addition to which, the respondent cited two deci- 
sions from the records of the Common Law Court of 
the island, in Carrin v. Quayky 21st of May 1762, 
and Corktt v. Kelly and JVife, 7th of May 1816, 
and she also produced two deeds entered upon the 
records of the island, and showing the method by 
which undevisable quarterlands, by a fictitioua sale 
and re-purchase^ are render^ devisable, 

* Johnson's Manks Juruipni^ence, pp. 41 & 139. 
.^ POrchaaerin the Manks Laws appears always to mean 
purchaser for a valuable consideration. 
X Douglass^4(ws of the JUe of Man, Edil. 1819, p. 424- 
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Campbell, for the Appellant. i^ 

La Moths 

Plattj for the Respondents. j^ MixHi. 

The Master of the Rolls 

Delivered the opinion of their Lordships, that the 
Act of Tynwald, and the two cases cited by the 
respondent, were conclusive against the appellant. 
In that act there was a proviso that '^ nothing 
<* therein should prevent a wife from making a will 
*^ of the hmds, premises and effects aforesaid, even in 
^* the life-time of her husband, as theretofore accus- 
'^ tomed in favour of the lawful issue of her body, 
*' or to her husband." It is true that purchasers 
may devise, and that the husband was originally 
a purchaser, but the effect of the purchase was to 
pass a moiety of the property purchased to the wife* 
and she devised to the husband, who therefore 
became possessed of that moiety as a devisee. 

Campbell observed, that if she had not devised 
the lands the husband would have had the power 
of devising it himself. 

Master of the RollSy so he would ; but there is 
a special proviso in the Act which allows her to 
devise it to him. 

Appeal dismissed* 
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ON APPEAL, AND CROSS APPEAL, FROM 
DEMERARA. 



1830. 
37th Feb. 
13 March, 
8th Ma: 
lOth 



Mar, 
July. 



Decree of 
Court below 
for a sum of 



Thomas Frankland, Appellant in the ist, 
and Ratpondent in the 2nd Appeal, 
And, 

John Murray M'Gusty, and John Pearce, 
Attomies for Wm. Eraser, James Eraser, 
and John M^Caul, Bespandents in the 1st, 
and Appellants in the 2nd Appeal. 

IN this case, both parties had appealed against 
a Decree of the Court of Justice at Demerara. The 
monejr due on one, Frankland, against whom it was given, generally 
ments^re- on the merits, and the others, M 'Gusty and Pearce, 
J^^a?"" because the Court had not given interest on the 
these judg. gum they had recovered. The action was com- 
beenimprtH menccd on the 20th of October 1824, s^d it was 
periyobtained. brought upou three judgments which had been ob- 
deputytecre- taincd in the Court of King's Bench and Common 
Vim^nu'that ^^^^ *^ ^^^ Island of St. Vincents, against Charles 
he bad search- Grant, Peter Grant, James Grant, and Thomas Eraser, 
tary*s*offic», who wcrc merchants trading together as partners un- 
and could 6nd ^er the firm of Charles Grant & Co., in that island, 

DO warrant of ' ' 

attorney to by the respondents William Eraser, James Eraser, 
^entln'^an^* and John M'Caul, who together with Peter Grant, 
action, re- ^^^ gQjjjg Other persons then deceased, were the 

ceived as evi- * ' 

dence of the non-existence of such a power, having been admitted as 
such in the Court below. 

Bills drawn by one partner for a separate debt in the partnership 
name cannot be recovered upon as against the firm, unless the plaintiff 
can prove either a direct assent from the other partners, or circumstances 
from which such assent might have been reasonably presumed. 

SembU. — Objections cannot be made to a Decree at the hearing before 
the Privy Council, that have not been made in the Court below. 
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executors of William Fraser. All these judgments isso, 
had been obtained upon the confession of a Mr. D., p^^^^^J^ 
who had acted as counsel and attorney for the de- »• 
fendants, Messrs. C. Grant & Co. M^Gmtt. 

The first of them was for a sum of 1,445/. 7 *• id. 
currrency, and 15L 5s. 2d. costs. The declaration 
on the action in which it was recovered was in 
assumpsit for goods sold and delivered ; it was filed 
on the 26th of July 1 803, and service of it accepted 
by Mr. D. as of the 13th of the June preceding. 
The judgment was obtained on the 19th of July, 
and execution was issued on it on the 12th of 
August 1803. 

The second judgment was for the sum of 5,825 /L 
Ss.Sd. damages, and 15I 5s. 2d. costs. The De- 
claration in the action in which it was obtained 
was in assumpsit for two bills of exchange, both for 
2,500 /. sterling ; the first was dated the 1st of Sep- 
tember 1801, and drawn by C. Grant, P. Grant, 
J. Grant, and T. Fraser, in favour of William Fraser 
or order, and payable twelve months after date, on 
Charles Grant, and accepted by him ; and the se- 
cond was of the same date, and drawn by the same 
parties in favour of William Fraser, or order, pay- 
able fifteen months after date, on Charles Grant, 
and accepted by him. Both of these bills were 
stated to have been presented for payment in Lon* 
don. The declaration was filed on the 28th of July 
1 8o3f and service of this declaration was accepted 
by Mr. D, as of the yih of the preceding March. 
The judgment was obtained on the 19th of July, 
and eiCecution was issued on it on the 12th of 
AugTist 1803. 

The third judgment was for the sum of 2,7872. 
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18S0. 14^. 4^. sterling, damages, and 15/. 5s. 2d. cur* 
FsAincLAirD ^^^7* costs. The declaration in the action in which 
^^y- it was obtained was in assumpsit on a bill of ex- 
change, dated the 1st of September 1801, for 2,500^. 
sterling, payable twenty-one months after date, 
drawn by C. Grant, P. Grant, J. Grant, and T. Fraser, 
on G. Grant, and accepted by him ; it was filed on 
the 26th of July 1803, and service of it was accepted 
by Mr. D. as of the 13th of June preceding The 
judgment was obtained on the 19th of July, and 
execution was issued on the 12th of August. 

On the 7th of June 1806, two sums of 1702/. 13 j., 
and 3,812/. sterling, were paid by Charles Grant, 
and as in part satisfaction of these executions, and 
a receipt was given him by M'Caul. 

The appellant Frankland defended this action in 
the Court below, on the ground that these judg- 
ments had been improperly obtained ; and went intd 
evidence, in the course of which he produced two 
certificates from the deputy-secretary and registrar 
at the Court at St. Vincents. The iirst was, " that 
** after diligent search in the secretary's and regis- 
" trar's office there did not appear to be any power 
** of attorney on record in that office from Peter 
" Grant to any person, than the power to W. H* 
" Durham, J. M*Caul, and W; Conyngham, recorded 
** on the 2 1st of December 1805.*' Tlie second was 
" That after searching the secretary's office there 
" could not be found any warratnt of attorney to 
** confess judgment from either the plaintiffs or de- 
*' fendants in the causes above mentioned." These 
causes were the causes in which the judgments m 
question had been obtained. Certified copies of the 
judgment-rolls of the Court at St. Vincents were 
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also prodnced, by whkh it appears that D. had .i89o.^ 
a<ited as attorney for Charles Grant in two aetionsTi 
which had been brought against htm by Peter 
Grants and h«d confessed judgment for him in both 
of them on the i oth of August 1 803. 

He also proved the articles of partnership of 

C. Grant & Co., dated the 9th of March 1799. 

By this deed, it appeared that the partnership was 

entered into between the members of that fini^ 

C. Grant, P. G^*ant, J. Grant, and T. Fiager, for the 

term of five years ; and it contaxfied a stipulatioa 

'* that th^ the ,said parties or any of tbem; haA 

'* not heretofore done^ nor should, nor would, during^ 

'' the continuance of the said joint trade, without 

'' the good-'liking and consent of the others of them 

** in that behalf first !had and obtained in.writii^ 

'* mder the hand of the other of them, at any time 

^* or iXBOSs during the said co-partnership, «entec 

*' into any statute, recognizance,, judgment, bill or 

<< bond, or otherwise become bound, or .charge as 

" bai^<Hr surety with/4)r for any. person or peirsons 

'^ wkomsoever, in any way to affect the said joiist 

^ trade, or. the stock, estate and effects thereof, 

'^ other than in the regular course of btisiness, or 

*^ do Of willingly .permit to be done any act, matter 

'' or thmg whereby or by means -wh^eof the said 

^* co-partneiship. should or might in any wise be 

<' jn-ejndiced, hindered, seized, attached, extended, 

'^ taken in question,^ or encumbered widi or for any 

^^ part or psarticular ddbt, dutjr or eucumbrianc^ 

^^ vrhich should not relate to or concern the said 

<< copwrtnership." It was executed by all the par* 

tiesr m' person, except Charles Grant, for whbtn it 

was executed by three persons under a power of 
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1830. attorney from him, of whom Wm. Fraser, whose 
Fravklahs executors subsequently obtained the judgments in 
y^tr' question, was one* 

The Defendant also examined by letters reqnisi- 
tional, Peter Grant, who was then residing at St 
Vincents. He deposed, " that in September 1801, 
Charles Grant was, to the best of his belief, in the 
island of St. Vincent, and that he James Grant was 
absent from the island, in America. That on his 
return to the island he discovered that during his 
absence Thomas Eraser had drawn, in the name of 
the firm of Charles Grant and Co., several bills of 
exchange all bearing date the 1st of September 
1 80 1 , on Charles Grant, in favour of William Eraser, 
the first of them being for 2,500/., payable twelve 
months after date ; the second also for 2,500/., pay- 
able fifteen months after date; the third also for 
2,500/., payable twenty-one months after date; and 
the fourth for 1,112/. 1^. 4^., payable twenty- four 
months after date; making together the sum of 
8,612/. 1^. 4d. sterling. And that Charles Grant 
was in the island of St. Vincent in Eebruary 1801, 
and there remained until on or about the 1st of 
.April 1802, when he left it. And that all these 
bills were merely accommodation bills, drawn by 
Thomas Eraser and Charles Grant, for the sole use 
and accommodation of Charles Grant, and that none 
of them ever passed through the books of the firm.'' 
He also identified the handwriting of Charles Grant 
to a writing annexed to his deposition, in which these 
bills were set out, and the following passage written 
underneath: " These bills were drawn for my ac- 
^ commodation, and not to be charged in account ; 
" Charles Grant." A letter was also ..proved from 
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James Grant to Peter Grant, dated at St Vincents !83o. 

25th April 1821, in which were these passages, fr^mklaho 

" The firm of Charles Grwit and Co. was dissolved ^, J'- 

'^ m 1802; the bills you mention were accommo^^ 

*< dation bills, drawn by C. Grant and Co. on 

" Charles Grant and Co. and which he accepted. 

" This transaction took place between Mr. Thomas 

** Fraser and C. G. when I was in America ; and 

*^ when the bills were returned protested, I stated to 

** Mr. M^Caul and yourself, as executors to William 

** Fraser deceased the great hardship of my being 

*' made responsible for a transaction that I was 

'' perfectly ignorant of ; and about that time sugars 

" took a rise, and it was thought that Charles 

** Grant might yet overcome his difficulties; in 

" consequence, of which Mr. M'Caul and yourself 

** gave me a release, which I some time afterwards 

** had recorded and acknowledged before the regis*- 

" trar by Mr. M^Caul, you having left the island — 

" It*8 a pity you did not get one for yourself at the 

** same time. I have no doubt that your making it 

^ appear that they have not used due diligence 

" in endeavouring to recover from C. G, will exon- 

** erate you. Mr. M^Caul's son came to me a few 

«< weeks ago to inquire if I knew what had become 

** of the original bills, as he could not find them. 

'^ I told him I knew nothing about them ; if they 

** are lost they cannot hurt you. 

" I remain, &c." 

James Grant was a second time also examined on 

tlie part of the defendant, and he then stated that he 

*vrds not aware of the consideration for which the bills 

-vr^ re given ; but he denied having any recollection 

of any acknowledgment whatever to himself from 

eitber Wm. Fraser or M^Caul ; that they well knew 

u 
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1830, that the firm of C. Grant & Co*» or at least James 
Grant and Peter Grrant^ were not liable in respect 



Fbanklavd 



M«Gt7STY, 



V. of the bills^ because they were drawn without 

their privity and consent for a private debt due by 
Charles Grant aloni to Wm. Fraser. 

To show the imf^ression that Chatles Grant 
himself entertained df these bills at a subsequent 
period the defeedant Frankland also produced a 
letter frorid Charies Grant to Wm^ Eraser^ duted 
LondoO) 4th June 1602, in these terms : 

'^ Dear Sir^ — ^I arrived here oil the 16th ult» and 
^* foutad all my young folks in perfect health. 
'< I was extremely htot to find that a bill of yours 
'' on tme for 500/. had been suffe^ to go out^ they 
<* say, for want of Ihegtilar advice ^ I hlekve^ hotrever, 
** arranged it with yout ^«ekHls in Matt Latte. 
"^ The fall in the sugbr market you #ill readily 
'< believe has affected me i^^eedingly i if my 
^* sugars had not been of a superior quality il 
'' would have been rui^iousw t kavig already ex- 
*^ perienced so much iuduig^ttce from ybu, that 
'^ I am perfectly ashalned to ask for a^y taMe ; but 
'^ the reason above alluded to will 1 aM s>Ufe plead 
*' my excuse.. I have compared my WanM MmI 
<< meansj and find that if the fiM bilifbr 2,500/. 
** was extended for six moMhs, ahd die second for 
" the like suAi for twelve months, I eo^td easily 
^' manage the third and fourth. I cannot have 
" your answer in time, I fear, but I can arrange tbe 
" matter easily with Messrs. B. and S. ia the mean 
" time. If you can with propriety grant my f^e- 
" quest, the best way woWId be tb draw two biMa 
" on me at the extended periods, adding the interest 
" to each, which can be exchanged for the e*ber 
" two. 



M*OuSTY, 
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* It is the general opinion here that you will isso. 
*' not sufier in the first instance by the change ^ 
*^ of masters ; but the great fall in every kind of ^^^v, 
*' West India produce must be veiy discouraging 
'^ to you as a young planter. I have seen so many 
*^ changes in my time, that I think the less of it ; 
*' BXkd as the expenses are more moderate, and the 
** quantity likely to be veiy considerable, I shajl 
^ yet do veiy well, although my anxiety in the 
** mean time is very great. I^ am in hopes the 
** young men in St. Vincents will be able to give 
" me a lift this year ; if they do hot it will be out 
^ of my power to assist them any longer. 

« I am, &c. 
Another ground of defence taken by the defendant 
in the Court below and appellant here, was that the 
release mentioned in James Grant's letter was also 
a discharge to Peter Grant. For this purpose he 
produced a memorandum, dated the nth of May 
1805, signed by Peter Grant and M*Caul, and after- 
wards acknowleged by M*Caul on the 26th of July 
iSoSf before the deputy -registrar of the colony. 
By this' they agpreed to discharge James Grant from 
all liability or responsibility on account of the bills 
in question, and to execute such further exonera- 
tion as he might require. The release itself from 
Af^Caul was also proved. It bore date the 26th of 
August 1 808 ; '* and after reciting the partnership 
of C. Grant & Co. that during the partnership, and 
in the absence of J. Grant, and without his know- 
ledge, certain bills of exchange had been drawn by 
one of" the co-partners in the name , of the firm, 
amounting' to 8,612/. sterling, which had been 
aecepted by C. Grant, but afterwards protested for 
non-paj^tnent, by means whereof the said James 

u 2 
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1830. Grant, together with his co-partners, became liable 
FkIkkland *^ P^y *^^ same, with all interest and damages 
^ V. thereon ; and also reciting the will of William Fraser, 

and the memorandum of the i ith of May 1 805 ; and 
that M'Caul was the only executor then resident in 
the island, and had been applied to to ekecute 
a regular and formal deed of release. It witnessed, 
that in pursuance of the memorandum, and forasmuch 
as J. Grant had not received any benefit or advan- 
tage whatsoever from the said bills, M'Caul re- 
leased, exonerated and discharged J. Grant, his 
heirs, &c. from the pajrment of the said sum of 
8,612/. sterling, the amount of the bills so drawn 
as aforesaid, and all actions, or causes of action on ac- 
count thereof, or any part thereof, and all judgments 
and executions which had been already sued forth, 
or might thereafter be sued forth, against his lands^ 
for or against him individually, or jointly with any 
other person or persons whomsoever, for or on 
account of or for the recovery of the said sum of 
money, or the several bills drawu for the payment 
thereof.'' 

Evidence was also produced to show that in 
1803 M'Caul, the acting executor of William Eraser, 
was the attorney of Peter Grant in the island, 
and in habits of correspondence with him, and then 
prosecuting on Peter Grant s behalf in the Court 
there the actions before mentioned to have been 
brought by him against Charles Grant, and which 
were upon two of the acceptances given for Peter 
Grant's proportion of the profits of the partnership 
concern of Charles Grant and Co. : That in May 
1805, when Peter Grant was in the island, M'Caul 
permitted him to receive 560/. 3*. id. sterling, in 
part discharge of one of those actions; and that in 
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August 1805, when he was about to leave St. Vin- isso. 
cents for Essequebo, he again appointed M^Caul as f^^^^y 
his attorney : That in June 1806 M*Caul had re- ». 
mitted 1,000 /. sterling, which he had received in 
further part discharge of the actions by Peter Griant 
against Charles Grrant, to Peter Grant's agents in 
London, on his account; and in 1807 he had paid 
Peter Grant a legacy of 200/* which had been 
bequeathed to him by William Frasen 

The Court of Justice at Demerara, by their decree, 
ordered Frankland to pay the whole amount of the 
sums recovered by the judgments, after deducting the 
amount of the payments made in 1806 in discharge 
of them, but they did not allow any interest on them. 
From this decree the present appeals were instituted. 

Alderson (and the Attorney-General was with 
him), for Appellant in the first, and Respon- 
dent in the second Appeal. 

Foreign judgments are only /7nmi faciei and not 
conclusive evidence of the demand they are pro- 
duced to establish. The defendant may either 
impugn the original justice of the demand, or show 
that the judgments have been irregularly or unduly 
obtained, Sinclair v. Fraser *. Lord EUenborough, 
in Buchanan v. Rucker*\j refused to allow the plain- 
tiff on a judgment of this description to recover, 
because no due notice of action had been served on 
the defendant in the Court below ; and in Sadler v. 
Robins X^ he observed that the judgments in the 
TVest India Islands ought always to be examined 
Trith strictness. Now these judgments are not such 
as ought to be admitted as conclusive evidence of 

• i8t Douglas, 4. t ist Campbell, 63. . 

:(: ist Campbell, 280. 
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1890. the justice of the original demands, and reooune 
Fkakklamd ^^®* therefore be had to the consideratioti in which 
V. they were given. They are judgments by default 
under very peculiar circumstances. In two of the 
actions in which they were obtained, Mr, D., who 
acted as attorney for all the defendants, accepted 
service, as of the 13th of June 1803 ; in one of them 
as early as the 7th of March 1803, although the de^ 
clarations in none of them were filed till the 26th of 
July in that year ; and immediately afterwards he 
confessed judgment on all of th^n. The declarations 
in two of these actions are bad, and so bad as to be 
untenable in any Court of Law. The actions ate 
against the drawers of bills of exchange. The decla*" 
rations state the drawing, the acceptance, and the 
default in payment, and conclude with claiming the 
money without the slightest assertion that the drawers 
had any notice whatever of the dishonour of the bills, 
and the failure of payment by the acceptor, without 
which no drawers in the world would be liable. 
These are therefore very singular declarations for 
the drawers to confess judgment on, although the 
acceptor, Mr. Charles Grants whose attorney alone 
Mr. D. in iact was, might very properly have done 
so. The deed of co-partnership of Messrs. Grs&t 
& Co. contained a special stipulation, that none of 
the partners, without the cc^ssebt of the others of 
them in writing, should give any bill so as to 
affect the partnership, except m the regular course 
of business. Mr. Eraser^ tiie testator under whom 
the present respondents claim, was the attorney 
who executed this deed on behalf of Charies 
Grant, he was therefore personally acquainted widi 
the fact that Charles Grant had no right to bind a 
part of \h& joint property, and the partnership the»e- 
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fofs vould not then be liable to the pa]rment of i83o. 
these bills given him in payment of a private debt, p,^,^^^^ 
All these four bills, in ri^pect of which these judg- «. 

ments were in truth confessed, were drawn on the 
ist of September 1801. The whole amount for 
which they were drawn was 8,612 /. is. 4d. For 
some reason or other it became important to obtain 
judgments on them ii| August 1803, although the 
whole sum was not then due, because one of the bills 
had not then expired, nor would have expired, the 
days of grace being added, until the 3d of Septem- 
ber in that year ; but it is a very singular circum- 
stance, that if you add together the sums recovered 
under the name of principal and interest on the two 
actions, which were brought upon the first three 
bills of exchange, you will find that the total almost 
exactly accords with the whole sum due upon die 
four bills. It amounts to 8,613/. 3^« Now the 
utmost they would be entitled to, by way of interest 
at 6 per cent upon the whole, would have been 
287/., but in fact they recovered 5,825/. 8^. 8^. 
upoji the first two bills for 5,000 /.^ that is 825 /. 
Ss. Sd. more than the principal ; and 2,787/. 14^. 41/. 
upon the third bill, which is 287/. 14/. 4d. more 
than the principal, so that they recovered the whde 
sijun secuved by the four bills, diough only three of 
tli^m were actually due^. 

It does not appear either that Peter Grant was 
in the island at the time the judgment was signed ; 
i£ he were absent, x>ne partner has no right to appear 

* Aceor^ to the laws of St. Vincent, the holder of a bill 
projtested jn Europe is entitled to 8/. per cent interest from the 
d&te of the protest, as well as 10/. per cent damages on the 
principal sum. See Act of Assembly, q6 G. 3; b. lOO. 

^ See Act of Assembly, 96 G. 3, s; 33* 
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in a court of law for another; and the question wiD 
be whether he left a power of attorney to any one 
to appear for him* According to the practice of 
this countiy, before an attorney appears be must file 
a warrant authoriung him to do so on behalf of his 
client; and although certain omissions in judgments 
obtained in confession were cured by the statute 
4th Ann. cap* 16, s. 2, yet it provides ''expressly so 
'^ as there be an original writ by a warrant of attor- 
*< ney duly filed." The courts have always am- 
sidered the filing of the warrant of attorney as of 
the essence of the proceedings. The practice of St. 
Vincents is similar to that of this country. The 
registers of the court there have however been 
searched by the proper officer, and no power of 
attorney has been found from Peter Grant* to au- 
thorize Mr. D. to appear as his attorney, and 
Mr. D.'s choosing to come forward and confess 
judgment for Peter Grant is not sufficient to bind 
ihat gentleman at any future period. The circum- 
stance of nothing whatever having been done to 
carry these judgments into execution firom 1803 to 
1823, is very suspicious, and no reason has been 
attempted to be given by the opposite side to ac- 
count for this long delay. They have not chose 
even to examine Mr. D., who might have told us 
whether he was ever authorized to act on behalf 
of Mr. Peter Grant or not. 

In the letter from P. Grant and M'Caul to 
James Grant, dated the 11th of May 1805, which 
evidently was written by M*Caul alone, though it 
is signed by P. Grant, no mention whatever is made 
of these" judgments, although it contains an express 
release from liability on account of the bilb in 
respect of which they were given. How came 
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Mr. M'Caul, a year and a half after obtaining these 1830. 
judgments, never to mention them in a letter of frakelamd 
this description to J. Grant? But it is evident that ^, ^' 
even m 1823 J. Grant did not know of the existence 
of these judgments, for in his letter of the 25th 
of April 1821, he says ^^ if the bills are lost they 
" cannot hurt you." How is that consistent with 
his knowledge that judgments had been obtained 
upon those bills? But if J. Grant knew nothing 
of these judgments, he never could have authorized 
Mr; D. to have confessed them for him, and yet 
Mr. D. appears equally for him as for Mr. P. Grant. 
If he appeared for one without being authorized, it is 
a reasonable presumption that he appeared for the 
other without authority also. There is fraud upon 
the face of the transaction, and these judgments 
cannot be supported. On the 26th of July 1808 
jM^Caul gave Peter Grant a general release of the 
whole of the demand upon those bills ; and although 
in that instrument there is a general release from all 
judgments and executions, yet there is no mention 
of these particular judgments which had been ob- 
tained on these bills* The words *^ judgments and 
'^ executions'' were introduced as mere words of 
course. But this release contains a recital that 
Charles Grant had given these bills of exchange 
without the knowledge and consent of his partners, 
and this recital is binding upon M^Gaul, who is now 
suing upon them. 

There is also a technical objection to these judg- 
ments. Before they were obtained Mr. Peter 
Grant was the executor of William Fraser. An 
appointment of a person as executor is a release at 
IsLWy stnd even in some circumstances in equity. 
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1830. Bat in a Court of Law, if it appears that the par- 
-.^ "" ties are co-executors it puts the plaintiff out of 

V. Court This observation applies to all the actions, 
^"^' the former only could to the two first upon the bills 
of exchange ; but as to this judgment in the acticm 
for goods sold and delivered it was the first (in 
order of date) ; and in the absence of all proof to the 
contrary your Lordships will presume that the pay- 
ments which have been made were in satisfiietioa 
of that judgment There can be but little doubt 
but that these judgments were a fraud on the part d 
C. Grant and Mr. D. ; and if there wanted another 
circumstance to prove it, it would be found in this, 
that four days after Mr. D. had acted as attorney of 
all the partners in confessing these judgments, he 
appeared as the attorney of Charles Grant alone 
in an action brought i^ainst him by Peter Grant 
. M'Caul appears also on the evidence to have re- 
ceived 1,000/. on account of Peter Grant; at that 
time, according to the respondent's st<^, Peter Grant 
was indebted to him as executor of Fraser in a 
much larger sum ; but notw^lMtanding this he pcdd 
over to him the whde of it, and also a legacy 
which was left him. Can xme conceive tiMt M'Caul 
would have acted in this manner if he had conceived 
Peter Grant to have been liable on these judgments. 
These judgments we thenrfoee submit cannot be 
supported. But if liiey ^ould be g^sod, and Um 
judgment of the Court below should be affirmedy 
there is no ground for the cross^appeal in respect 
of the interest The otiier side contend that tkey 
are entitled by the law of St Vincents to recover 
6 per cent interest on the judgment. Now the lavr 
of St. Vinoents was a fact to be proved by evidence 
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before the Court below. No evidence was given of ig3o. 
it and therefore they cannot succeed upon that * "^"^ 
ground* , • v. 

We do not deny that at common law the jury M^Gusrr. 
may award interest in the nature of damages, as in 
Blackmore v. Fleming *j and that the court of 
Demerara, which performs the functions both of 
judge and jury, might have done the same. That 
court however has not thought proper to do so; and 
they were well warranted in their refusal by the 
laches and negligence of the respondents in not 
enforcing their judgments for a period of nearly 
twenty years. If a jury in England, under similar 
circumstances, had not given interest, they would 
have been held by the Kings Bench to have 
exercised a sound discretion Vu BeUouc v. Lord 
Waterpark'\. If the court should think proper, 
therefore, to confirm the judgment below, we hope 
they will not vary it in this particular. 

Stephen (Serjeant), and Henry, for the Respon- 
dents in the first, and Appellants in the 
second appeaL 

It is most important for the practice of this court 

that no objections should be taken here which have 

not been previously taken in the Court below. In 

the Court at Demerara the whole controversy was 

Tvhether the bills had or had not been obtained 

improperly, and without sufficient consideration; 

and that this was the only question in dispute 

appears from the judgment of Mr. Crole, who was 

one of the judges, and dissented from the decision 

of the other judges on that occasion. The second 

♦ 7 T. R. 446. t Bailey on Bills, cap. g, s. 1, p. a8i. 
-i- u 6 
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1850. of the appellants reasons in his petition to the 
FaAvxLAiiD Court below for leave to appeal states indeed 
V. ^^ that the said supppsed judgments or sentences 
ic q£ ^jjg Court pf King's Bench and Common Pleas 
^^ in St. Vincents are erroneous, defective, null and 
'^ void bj virtue of the many and various informa- 
^^ lities, irregularities and errors, of which there 
" is primd facie evidence upon .the supposed records 
*^ themselves; and therefore no action could or 
" ought ever to have been had or maintained upon 
'* them, or any of them." But that is a mere general 
assignment of error too loose and vague to found 
any specific objection on. Not a word is to be found 
in either this judgment of Mr. Crole, or the reasons 
of appeal, of the effect of making Mr. P. Grant an 
executor of Mr. W. Fraser, or of the want of autho- 
rity in Mr. D. to confess the judgments^ or of any of 
the other specific technical errors now first discovered 
in the record. These points have therefore been taken 
too late, and cannot be persisted in here. 

The appellants principal reliance was on the 
affidavit of Mr. J. Grant ; and it is difficult to con- 
ceive on what principle of the law of evidence his 
affidavit was received.. His evidence, however, is 
by no means satisfactoiy ; for though he says that 
the bills were drawn by P. Fraser, yet he does not 
swear that he had not given authority to P, Fraser 
to draw the bill, nor that the judgments were con- 
fessed without his authority, or that Mr. D. con- 
fessed the judgments without authority. The other 
evidence is the unsworn certificate of the deputy- 
secretary of St. Vincents, in which he states, " that 
after searching the secretary's office he cannot find 
any warrant of attorney to confess judgments from 
either the plaintiffs or defendants in the above 
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causes/' It is a mere certificate under hand; he isso. 
does not state it to be the constant practice of the 
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island to file such warrants of attorney ; he does v. 
not state that the warrants of 1803 ^^^^ &t that time 
extant, or that a single warrant of that date was 
filed in the island ; he does not even say that he 
had made diligent search. This evidence cannot 
be held as conclusive. It is then argued from 
circumstantial evidence that M*Caul kept the cir- 
cumstance of these judgments having been obtained 
a secret from Peter Grant. No man could rea- 
sonably expect to keep that a secret which was 
registered on the public records of the island ; but 
there is no evidence that Peter Grant, was not in 
the island at the time these judgments were con- 
fessed; and that he was not well acquainted with 
them. He certainly was with the amount for which 
they were obtained, as appears by the memorandum 
which he joined with M^Caul in giving to James 
Grant. 

What then is the situation of the parties ? Here 
were authenticated judgments of the court of St. 
Vincents, produced in the court of Demerara to 
substantiate the plaintifi^s claim to a certain sum of 
money. Had no suit been commenced upon those 
Judgments, but 'merely letters requisitorial from the 
Judges at St. Vincents been produced to the Court 
&t Demerara, requesting them to carry those judg- 
ments into execution, that court ought, according 
to the Dutch law, to have executed them ; but 
although k suit was commenced upon them, that 
Oourt had no right to inquire into the merits of 
the cases upon which they had been given, but 
ought to have presumed those cases to have been 
justly and equitably decided, unless the decisions 
lia^d been contrary to their own law on immov- 
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1830. able property, or appeared clearly on the face 
Feavklamp ^^ *^®"^ ^ ^ ^^^^i ^^y ^ Pand. tit. de ri 

The practice of the English Courts resembles 
that of the Dutch on this subject. In Buchanan 
▼. RuckcTy where it appeared on the proceed- 
ings that the defendant was out of the jurisdiction, 
and had never been served with notice of the 
action, and in Sadler r. Robins, where the judg« 
ment was imperfect on the face of it. Lord Ellen- 
borough refused to enforce the judgments of two 
foreign Courts ; but the case of Walkers. Wkittcrf, 
decided that a plaintiff on a foreign judgment need 
not show the ground of it ; and all that was decided 
by Sinclair v. Fyasert was, that it Hes on the de- 
fendant to impeach a judgment of this description, 
if it can be impeached at all; The judgments in 
this case, however, stand upon higher ground than 
the judgments in any of these reported cases ; it is 
a judgment by confession ; and how can a man now 
come to deny what he formerly in a Court of Justice 
has admitted to be true. If the judgment had been 
in a contested case he might have opposed it, be- 
ottuse k was wrongly decided ; if it had been given 
by default, he might have argued, that had he been 
present he could have shown good grounds of de- 
fence; but no one has ever yet been allowed in 
a Court of Justice to oppose the execution of a judg- 
ment, the justice of which he himself has confessed. 

The argument that these bills were accommoda- 
tion bills is of no avail against the holder of them^ 
unless you can prove that he was aware that they 
were of that nature when they came into his posses- 
sion. Prima facie a bill drawn by a partner in the 

• L. 4S, «at« 1, No. 4., t Douglas, 4. % Douglas, 6. 
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name of the firm, for a separate debt of his own, is isso. 

binding upon all his co-partners, unless it €an be fjulxklav^ 

shown that the person to whom it is sdren knew ,, *• 

1 • 1 . 1 -til M*Gmtt. 

at the tune that it was drawn without the know* 

ledge or authority of the other partners, Midley v. 

Tagtor *« Noting was proved in this case to show 

Mr. William Fiaser to have known that Charles 

Giant had not authority to draw bills ; nothing that 

all the other partners (except, perhaps, James Grant) 

were not aware that he was so doing, and that he 

was acting with their consent. Thomas Fraser cer^ 

tainly was aware of these bills, for he took a part in 

tlie formation of them ; and there is no evidence 

that Peter Grant was not in the island at the time. 

Hie private agreements between the partners &em^ 

selves as to the manner in which these bills were to 

be held amongst themselves in settling the partner-* 

ship accounte, can liave no effect upon die holders 

of tikem) unless the holder can be proved to have 

been oonusant of the agreement. 

The i^lease gnuiled by M'Caul to James Grant 

in nespe^st 6f these bills would not amount to a dis^ 

charge of the judgments on which satisfaction had 

been entered np, even supposing die transuetien to 

iMtve been a foir erne ; but we submit that this re^ 

lease having been given without ocmsid^ration by 

one HoAy x>f the executors, was a fraud on the co* 

eau&cxMt% and thfe residuary legatees of William 

Fniser^ and consequently void, Mmmi Stephen v% 

JSroobe t» Legh v. Legh :(:. It is obwrmble, too, that 

tbis rdease, through abounding witk recitals that the 

bills weve dnawn without James Gmnt's knowledge 

and consent, and thsft he was absent from the istomd 



* 1st Chitty Repts. 390. f ist Bos. & Pull. 447. 

X i3Eaift,i75- 
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1650. at the time, (which prove the fraudulent nature of 
Faankland *^® transaction), expressly admits his liability to 
V- pay them ; and if he was liable, Peter Grant must 

^/ortiati be held liable also. 

Thest ailments can only apply to the two last 
judgments. On the first, for goods sold and deli- 
vered, no question can arise, except as to the power 
of D. to confess it ; and on all of them we hope 
not only that the decree of the Court below will be 
confirmed as to the principal sums recovered by them, 
but that your Lordships will also grant the interest 
on those sums from the date of the judgments. 

In England interest would have been recoverable 
in an action of this description, in the shape of 
damages; Blackmore v. Hemyng^. In that case 
there had been a lapse of 1 7 years from the obtaining 
of the judgment to the institution of the action for 
enforcing it, yet the Court held that a jury might 
give interest upon it as damages for the detention of 
the sum which ought to have been paid under it. 
There is nothing in the conduct of the executors 
of William Fraser to disentitle them to into-est in 
this. case. The executions that were taken out in 
St. Vincents were never carried into eflPect, because 
executions in the West Indies are taken out and not 
levied, but kept for securities, as we are told in the 
report of the commissioners for inquiring into the 
administration of justice there f. When Peter Grrant 
was in the island too, there were good reasons 
for not enforcing these executions against him, as 
Charles Grant appears to have paid two laige sums 
under the judgments^ After he had left it, there is no 
evidence to. show that the executors knew where he 
was, till they commenced their proceedings at I>eme- 

• 7 T. R. 44& f i8t Report, p. 39. 
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irara against him. According however to the law of 1 85o. 
Holland, by which the Court below were bound to ^f^j^mj^^j, 
decide, the executors were clearly entitled to interest, «• 

for by that law, as Votet tells us ^* Usura adju^-^ 
'' canda sunt past litem cantestatam ubique omnmP \. 

\Tht Attcmey General in neply.] 

There is no doubt that judgments fairly obtained 
in a foreign country, according to the forms of that 
country, are primd facie evidence of a debt. It is 
part of the general law of nations ; but a late occur- 
rence shows with how much caution actions of this 
description ought to be watched. An attorney ob- 
tained a judgment according to the regular forms 
here, against a gentleman in his absence. He then 
followed this gentleman to the Continent with the 
judgment in his pocket, and proceeded against him 
there upon it ; some doubfis arose in the minds of the 
authorities there as to the effect of this judgment in 
England, and an application was made upon the 
subject to the British ambassador ; he submitted the 
questions to the opinion of lawyers here, and before 
an answer was returned to them the judgment was 
set aside in the Court of King*s Bench for fraud. 
Judgments which have been obtained on confes- 
sion, or on ex parte proceedings, ought always to be 
scrupulously examined. In this case the judgments 
never ought to have been obtained. Peter Grant was 
one of Eraser's executors, and therefore could not 
be sued by the other executors in a Court of com- 
mon law. No notice was ever stated in the decla- 
rations in two of them to have been g^iven to the 
acceptor of the bills. These objections more pro- 

* Comm. ad Pan. lib. as, t. i, ih ii. , 
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1830: perly, pei&aps, ought to have been taken on a writ 
Faahklahd ^^ error, but they were so flagrant, that when these 
V. judgments, obtained by confession, were sued upon, 
the Court below were bound to take notice of them. 

[Master of the RoUs. — ^These objections were not 
taken in the Court below.X' 

[Attomejf-Generdlj in continuation.] 

There is a general allegation of error sufficient for 
our purpose in the petition of ai^>eal. Although the 
Court below has not transmitted an account of the 
objections taken there, yet this Board is bound to 
see them if they appear on the face of the proceed* 
ings. A point of this nature occurred in an appeal 
before your Lordships from Jamaica. The name of 
the cause was Campbell y. Fowler. The action had 
been brought by the owner of certain sugars, of the 
value of 15,000/., which had been burnt, against 
the agent at Kingston of the merchants in LondoB, 
who had the charge of them, for not having insured 
them. In the course of the proceedings it appeared, 
that the defendants had insured the sugar in their 
warehouses at three successive periods of three 
months, and had charged that insurance to th^ 
employers ; but that they had not renewed the last 
insurance, and within a month after its expiration 
the sugars had been destroyed by fire. A com- 
mission was sent to this country to examine wit- 
nesses; almost all the merchants and brokers in 
London were examined upon the subject of the prac- 
tice as to insurance. It appeared that a great many 
did insure, and a great many did not. The cause 
was tried in Jamaica, and a verdict was found for the 
plaintiff. The defendant neglected to move for a 
new trial, and the question was raised by a bill of 
exceptions to the summing up of the judge, saying 



BEFORE THE PWVY COUNCIL. 297 

'^ that he had left all the case to the jury ; whereas 1830. 
he ought to have stated that there was no obliga- f^^h^lakd 
tion of law upon a merchant to insure ; and that the v. 

obligation, if any, being founded entirely upon cus- 
tom and usage, where one half of the merchants 
prove the affirmative, and one half the negative, the 
result was that there was no obligation at all." When 
it came before this Court upon the bill of exceptions, 
several common-law judges were present at the 
hearing. The question was arg^ued by Lord Erskine, 
by Mr. Serjeant Shepherd, Mr. Gibbs, Mr. Baron 
Wood, and myself. It occupied several days, and 
there was a general feeling that the proceeding was 
wrong ; but the difficulty was how to get rid of the 
mistake of the counsel, who instead of moving for 
a new trial, upon the ground that the jury had found 
a verdict against evidence, had tendered a bill of 
exceptions upon a supposed misdirection of the 
judgfe, when the judge was right in leaving the facts 
to the jury, but the jury had drawn wrong conclu- 
sions. At last, after four several discussions, it fell 
to the lot of Mr. Gibbs to hit upon the true objec- 
tion, which was, that upon the face of the record 
itself it appears that one of the counts of the decla- 
ration had stated the obligation to have been at 
common-law, and therefore the verdict having been 
greneral on all the counts, there was good reason to 
arrest the judgment. 

Lord EUenborough laid hold of that point ; this 

Oourt coincided with him ; and upon that objection, 

started here for the first time, the judgment was 

reversed. This case shows that when an objection 

arises upon the record it has been taken in this Court, 

although it has not been taken in the Court below. 

X 2 
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1830. Master of the Rolls: — 

Feankland It would be very inconveiiient if such a rule wete^ 

M*GusTY. adopted with regard to legal proceedings in oth^ 

countries. It is very well in Courts of Appeal in 

^^tioM^ this country, because both the supreme Court and 

cannot be the inferior Court proceed according to the law of 

the Privy this couutry ; but in an appeal from a foreign country 

a ^^af Iwch ^* ^^^^ °^* follow that the law of England is to be 

have not pre- applied^ There is the particular law of the country, 

made ni Se ^^^ ^^^ usagc of the couutry. If the objection 

Court below> Had been taken below it might have been explained 

either by the law of the country, or the usage of the 

country. The Dutch law, for instance, prevails in 

the colony from which this appeal comes. How 

are we to determine questions according to the 

Engli/sh law upon a new objection not stated in the 

Court below t We cannot assume that the English 

law prevails in these particulars, when the objection 

has not been, taken below. With respect to what 

you stated as to Peter Grant being an executor, and 

that therefore the only remedy against him was in 

a Court of Equity, if there is no Court of Equity 

in Demerara^ how is that difficulty to be got rid of? 

there must be some provision in the Dutch law 

which will get rid of that difficulty : he^ we get 

rid of it by resorting to a Court of Equity. 

Attorney General : — 

We do not dispute the power of his co-executors 
to sue Peter Grant in the Court of Demerara, which 
acts as a Court of Equity as well as a Court of Law 
but we say that they had no right to sue him in a 
Court of common law at St. Vincents, and that and the 
other errors on the records from thence are sufficient 
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ground for the Court of Demerara, or at any rate for J^^ 
tkis Board not to enforce these judgments. Eramklajh 

[Master qf the Rolls. — ^The clear answer to that v. 

is, how can a man who has confessed the action take 
objections to the judgmentr] 

Attorney General in continuation : — 

Tkere is no proof that D. had authority to confess 

these judgments. By the law of St. Vincents *, 

^* Where any judgment is entered upon confession, 

'^ nihil dicity or non sum informatusj the counsel who 

** ccmfesses such judgment shall leave his warrant 

" of attorney in the secretary's office in the island, 

" in order to have tbe same recorded at the time he 

^< confesses such judgment, or in default thereof, 

'' or in case it shall appear such warrant of attor- 

^' Bey was irregularly confessed, such judgments, 

'^ and the execution, if any issued thereon, shall be 

*' of no force, virtue or effect whatever, any law, 

«< usage or custom to the contrary notwithstanding ; 

** and the secretary, or his deputy, is hereby required 

*' to give to the counsel who shall leave such 

. ** warrant of attorney with him for the purpose 

'* aforesaid, an acknowledgment in writing, signed 

'^ with his hand, of the receipt of such warrant of 

'' attorney, mentioning as near as may be, the day« 

^' hour, aQd minute he received the same ; and the 

*« secretary or his deputy is hereby further directed, 

^' frith ail convenient speed, to record the said war- 

<« rant of attorney in his books to be kept for that 

*« purpose.** Now we have the certificate of the 

secretary and registrar that no power of attorney 

• Act o^f Assembly, sCth Geo. 3, clause 33. 
X3 
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Jl^^ from Peter Grant is to be found authorizing Mr. D. 
Feankland to confess this judgment If it was to be found, or 
M'GusTY. *^^ acknowledgment of the secretary of the receipt 
of it could have been discovered, the plaintiflb in 
the court below ought to have produced, it. At 
Nisi Prius here, in actions upon foreign judgments, 
the powers of attorney to confess them, if they have 
been obtained on confession, are constantly obliged 
to be produced ; even although the judgments are 
from Jamaica, where legal proceedings are con- 
ducted with more regularity than any other of 
bur colonies. Every presumption is against Peter 
Grant having given such a power ; there is no proof 
even of his having been in the island at the time, 
and although there may be cases in which one 
partner may be authorized to enter up judgment for 
the others, yet evidence must be given of such 
authority, and none is offered for that purpose here. 
The original consideration in respect of which 
judgment was given in two of the cases at St. 
Vincents was bad. A partner has no right to bind 
the partnership property for his private debts, and 
a security given by him to a* third person in the 
partnership name for that purpose is invalid as 
against the partnership, unless the other partners 
have consented to its being given, and then the party 
suing on such a security is bound to prove their 
consent. In Ridley v. Taylor^ the person taking 
the security had good reason to believe that it was 
given with the consent of the other parties. In 
this case no evidence is offered to show such con- 
sent, and there is every reason to disbelieve that it 
was ever given. . 

The Master of the Rolls intimated, that as there 
appeared to their Lordships considerable doubt upon 
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the question, whether, when a security had been igso. 
given in the name of a partnership for the separate ' '' ' 
debt of OAe of the partners, it was incumbent or not v. 

upon the party suing upon such a secunty to produce ^"^"""^^ 
evidence ^f the consent of the other partners, thegr 
would not then pronounoe judgment, and that he 
would undertake to examine the cases* upon the 
subject. 

Master of the Rolls ; — 

I take it to be clear, from all the cases upon the ^th May. 
subject, that it lies upon a separate creditor who 
takes a parteership security for the payment of his 
separate debt, if it be taken simpliciterj and there is 
nothing more in the case, to prove that it was given 
with the consent of the other partners. But there 
may be other circumstances attending the trans- 
action which may afford the separate creditor a 
reasonable ground of, belief, that the security so 
given in the partnership name, is given )?ith the 
consent of the other partners; and those circum- 
stances occurred in the case, which was cited, and 
which seemed to be inconsistent with the t)ther 
authorities. I refer now to ^e case of Ridley y. 
Taylor. In that case the bill was dated eighteen 
days before its delivery by the partner to his sepa- 
late creditor, and it was not known by the creditor 
that it was drawn and indorsed by the debtor alone; 
and the bill was to a greater amount than the separate 
debt. The Court therefore were of opinion, that 
there was reasonable ground for the separate creditor 

^ The followiog are some of the Iflter cases on this snbject ; ex 
parte Agactf^dCoXf 312 ;er|Nir/e jB(mi^ont»,8 Vesey,540; Grem 
V. Deakifif a Starlcie, 347 ; Lord Gahoaif v. MtUheto, 10 East, 
364; fVdU V. MasUrman, aEsp. 731 

X4 
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i$50. believing it not to have been given to him in fraud 
FaA]iKLA«» ^^ ^^ partnership, and that the general presump- 
tion, that a partnershijp security when applied in 
payment of a separate debt is in fraud of the part- 
nership, was repelled by the special circumstances 
which bel<Higed to that particular occasion; upon 
a consideration, therefore, of all the authorities, I am 
of opinion that the law is, that taken shnpticUer the 
separate credijtor must show the knowledge of the 
partnership ; but if there are circumstances to show 
a reasonable belief, that it was given with the consent 
of the partnership, it lies upon the partners to prove 
the fraud. I think that will reconcile all the cases. 
Mr. Serjeant Stephen then requested and obtained 
permission to re-ai^e the case. 
Juij loth Mr. Serjeant Stephen submitted that there were 
circumstances to prove the consent of the otiier 
partners to the drawing of the bills. Peter Grant, 
in the memorandum of July 1805, agreed to 
discharge James Grant from all liability or re* 
sponsibility on account of them; he thereby ad- 
mitted that James Grant was liable, and if James 
was liable, Peter must be also. Every man must 
be held to be conusant of law, and therefore it 
could not be argued that Peter Grant was mistaken 
as to his legal liability. The release was given, as ap- 
pears on the face of it, not because James Grant 
was not liable* for then it would have been useless, 
but because it was considered a hardship upon him 
to pay bills he had received no benefit from. James 
himself expressly denies any acknowledgment from 
either Fraser or his executor that he and Peter were 
not liable. The letter of Charles Grant in 1802, 
was rather evidence that he considered the partners 
in St Vincents liable, for he says he hopes they 
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will be able to give him a lift. There is no evidence iBSo. 
that Peter Grant was out of the island at the time feahklawb 
these bills were drawn ; if he was, he might have 
given his consent in writing to their being made, and 
it would be reasonable to presume he had done so. . 
There is no evidence that the judgments were im- 
properly obtained, except the unsworn certificates 
from St. Vincents. The admission of these certifi- 
cates as evidence was contrary to the principles both 
of the Duteh and English law. Van Leuween* 
says, '* It is not sufficient to the. evidence and credit 
'* of witnesses that they declare in writing before 
<< a notary and two witnesses, or otherwise confirm 
^' with their signature such matters to be the truth, 
<' but they ought to confirm it with their oath." 
Voet t tells us, that witnesses ought to be produced 
and sworn before they give their testimony. In 
Phillips on Evidence % we find the general rule of 
the English law stated to be never to allow a certi- 
ficate of a mere matter of fact, not coupled with any 
matter of law, to be admitted as evidence. There 
was no instance known in which a certificate, that 
a record could not be found had been admitted as 
evidence in our Courts. Independently however of 
the inadmissibility of these documents as evidence, 
and the vague terms in which they were drawn up, 
there was proof of their inaccuracy from the papers 
before *the Boaid. Two judgments were recovered 
by Peter Grant against Charles Grant in 1803. 
M^Cawl appears from the proceedings in the causes 
in which these judgments were obtained, and which 
are in evidence in this case, to have acted as Peter 

• Roman-Dutch Law, book 5, cap. so, 8. 35. 
t Coinm. ad Pan. lib. aa, tit. 5, 8. 15. 
X Part 1, c. 6y 8. 3, p. z9u 
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1830. Grant's attorney; in thus acting, he must therefore 
FmAiiKLAiiD ^^^^ ^^ ^ power of attorney £ix)m Peter Grant; 
9. and yet one of these certificates stated that no 
power of attorney was to be found from Peter Granti 
except one granted in 1805. The Court of St 
Vincents would have been perfectly justified in 
following the course, which, according to Salkeld * 
our own Court of King's Bench formerly pursued ; 
and when an attorney took upon himself to appear, 
looked no farther, but supposed him to have had 
sufficient authority : if he had not that authority, 
it was the business of the other side to have ap- 
plied to the Court at St. Vincents to set aside the 
judgments on the ground of fraud. This however 
they have never done ; and after a lapse of nearly 
twenty years, the Court at Demerara were right 
in supposing those judgments to have been fairly 
obtained; and in giving a decree for the respon- 
dents, not only in respect of the judgments on the 
bills of exchange, but also on that for goods sold 
and delivered. The very point that it was necessaiy 
for a plaintiff* in an action on a foreign judgment by 
default, to prove that the defendant's attorney in 
the Court m which it was obtained had been duly 
constituted, was made in Mohny v. Gibbons f, and 
immediately over-ruled by Lord EUenborough. If 
their Lordships affirmed the judgment of the Court 
at Demerara, it was hoped they would grant interest 
on the St Vincents judgments, for which, besides 
the case of Blackmore v. Fleming '^, which had 
been already cited, the case ofM'Clure v. Dunldn % 
might be mentioned as an authority. 

• ADODyinouB, 86. f and CampbeU, 503. t 7 T. R« 
§ 1st East, 436. 
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Master of the Rolls :— viJJ^L 

This was an appeal against a decree pronounced ^**»*''*»® 
in Demerara upon judgments given in St. Vincents, MK3u«tt. 
in respect of considerations arising in that island, loth July • 
The considerations were in part alleged to be com- ^^^* 
posed of certain bills given by Mr, Charles Grant, 
in the name of the partnership firm, of which he 
was one, to Mr. Wm. Fraser, in respect of his indi- 
vidual debt Upon the original argument it seemed to 
be admitted that it was extremely doubtful upon the 
evidence received in the Court below, upon which 
alone this Court could proceed, whether these judg- 
ments (that were judgments by confession) had 
been duly authorized by all the partners of the firm 
in whose name the bills had been given; and it 
therefore seemed to be admitted at the Bar, as it 
was considered by this Court, that the justice of 
this case would depend upon the facts, of whether 
or not the original consideration for these judgments 
ought, or ought not, to have prevailed as founding 
a legal claim. 

The counsel seemed to be perfectly satisfied with 
fi, reference to one of the members of this Court to 
examine what the law was in that case^ it having 
been admitted here that there was no direct evi- 
dence whether these bills had been given with the 
assent of the partners, or whether they had not 
been ^iven with their assent; and the question 
therefore was, when bills had been given by an 
individual partner in the name of the partnership 
firm, for his individual debt, upon whom the bur- 
then of proof laid to show that the other partners 
did not assent to the formation of those bills. 

Upon the consideration of that question, and ex- 
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1830. amining all the authorities, it Kppeared to the mem- 

„ ' ^ ' ber of the Court who had the duty of that ezami- 

». nation, that stmpliciter bills drawn by one partner 

M<GusTr. ^^j. ^ separate debt in the partnership name could 

not be recovered upon as against the partnership 

firm ; but that the person claiming payment of the 

bills must prove either a direct assent of the other 

partners to the formation of the bills, or if not such 

direct assent^ that there were some circumstances 

in the transaction, from which the party taking them 

might reasonably infer, that they were given with 

the consent of the other partners. 

Now in this case it appeared, that there were no 
circumstances, from which it could be inferred, that 
the bills had been given with the assent of the other 
partners. Indeed, there was demonstration that 
they had not been given with the consent of all the 
other partners, because one of them, James Grant, 
was not in the country, and a release had been 
given to him by the executors of Mr. Fraser on the 
express ground, that he was absent from the island^ 
and that he was not privy to the transaction of the 
bills. And it further appeared, that these bills 
were never entered in the partnership books, as 
being a debt due from the partnership. When the 
Court however stated its opinion, that there could 
not be a recovery upon the alleged original consi- 
deration for those bills, the counsel on the part of 
the respondent, with a laudable zeal for his client, 
suggested, that there were considerations on the 
subject which had been omitted in the former argu- 
ment, and which he was desirous of an opportunity 
of suggesting to the Court ; and the Court, although 
it was a dangerous precedent, indulged the counsel 
with hearing a further argument upon the subject. 
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Upon the present consideration of the question^ isso. 
what is there new in the facts which are brought pn^^^^L^^p 
before the Court with respect to that point, to which v- 
alone their attention is to be directed, namely, the 
question, whether these bills were or not drawn 
with the assent of the partnership? In the first 
place it was suggested, that in the release to 
James Grant, to which I have referred, it was 
stated, that he was liable to these bills, and it was 
argued that James Grant could only be liable to 
those bills, by having assented to their indorse- 
ment at the time they were drawn, or subsequently; 
and that it must be inferred, that if James Grant 
had assented,. Peter Grant must also have assented. 
It is true, that the term liability is contained in 
the release, but upon looking through that instru* 
ment it is perfectly plain, that that term means 
nothing more than that primd facie James Grant 
was liable, because the bills were drawn in the 
name of the partnership firm, by a partner, who 
primd /acie is authorized to draw bills ; but it is ex- 
pressly stated at the commencement of it, that James 
Grant was absent from the island, and that he was 
wholly ignorant of the transaction; and in giving his 
evidence, (which has been read by the learned counsel 
who has this day addressed the Court), James Grant, 
in answer to the question put to him with respect 
to the consideration that he gave for this release, 
says he paid no pecuniary or other consideration, 
and obtained the discharge mentioned in the 
interrogatory, which is the release in question, 
" in consequence of his absence from the island, 
'< and the knowledge that the party executing the 
^' same had, that he this deponent was not aware 
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1850. << of or privy to the tiaimctioa of the bills.'' The 
release therefore is here stated to have been given, 
V. (as in truth it might be well considered to have 

^^^^* been) expressly upon the ground that he was not 
legally liable, and that the term liability meant 
only th^iprimd/acie liability, which every partner is 
under upon a bill drawn in the partnership name. 

It was further said, that there was a letter to Gharies 
Grant who drew these bills to William Fraser, (to 
whom those bills were given for the separate debt 
of Charles Grant), which had been relied upon on 
the part of the appellant, but which when truly con- 
sidered would afford evidence not in favour of 
the appellant, but of the respondents. Now upon 
considering that letter, it appears to have been 
very properly quoted on behalf of the appellant, as 
affording a strong inference that Charles Grant, by 
the terms there used, admitted these bills to have 
been drawn for his separate debt, and that his 
partners were not liable in respect of these bills ; for 
the language is ^ I have compared my wants and 
'' means, and find that if the first bill for 2,000 L*' 
(which is the first of these four bills in question) 
« was extended for six months, and the second for 
'* the like sum for twelve months, I could easily 
*' manage the third and fourth." This language 
admits, that he Charles Grant was alone liable 
for the payment of these bills. Then he proceeds, 
*• if you can with propriety grant my request, the 
^* best way would be to draw two bills on me at the 
" extended periods, adding the interest to each, 
" which can be exchanged for the other two.'* 
What therefore does this admit? Although you have 
these two bills drawn in the partnership name. 
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what I now request you to do is not to renew these isso. 
bills in the partnership name» but to draw two bills 
upon me at the extended periods. 

This affords an unquestionable inference that he 

considered these bills as his separate transaction, 

and not as a demand upon the partnership. But 

that is not all ; in a subsequent part of the letter 

there is an expression^ that has been relied upon on 

the part of the respcmdents, but which appears to 

afford a directly contrary inference to that drawn from 

it by them — *' I am in hopes that the young men in 

" St. Vincents will be able to give me a lift this year, 

'' if not it will be out of my power to assist them any 

" longer." Who are the young men in St Vincents? 

They are the partners, whose names were upon these 

bills, and who appeared on the face of these bills 

to have been liable to the payment of them. If 

they were really liable, if they had assented to the 

formation of these bills, is this the language that 

Charles Grant would have used in speaking of the 

assistance that he expected from them ? Would he 

not have said, I will compel these persons to assist 

me, in order to secure the payment of these bills? 

but the expression shows he expected no assistance 

from them in the discharge of these bills, except 

what might be derived from their kindness and 

indulgence. 

Upon these facts therefore, that have been very 
strongly pressed upon the attention of the Court, the 
Court is but the more confirmed in its opinion, that 
by the original concoction of these bills it was not 
meant to involve the partnership firm, but that they 
were bills given for the separate debts of Charles 
Grant, and which he was in law alone liable to pay. 
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It hu been said, that if th^ decree could not be 
sustained in respect of the bills, yet it could be 
sustained in respect of the judgment for goods sold 
and delivered. It was very fairly admitted at the 
Bar, that the judgment in respect of the good^ 
sold and delivered could not be maintained, if 
the opinion of the Court was that it had not been 
legally confessed. Now the only evidence to guide 
the Court in its determination upon that point, 
are the certificates, the reception of which, as evi- 
dence, has been so much complained of. There is 
nothing, however, to satisfy us, that they were im- 
INToperly received below, and therefore we are of 
opinion, that we are bound to receive them as evi- 
dence here. They might have been objected to 
below, and if objected to, they might have been 
amended by the oath of the party*. Upon the 
whole, the Court feels therefore, that the judgment 
in favour of the respondent must be reversed. 



* Unsworn certificates under tender of oath have been con- 
stantlj recdved as evidence in the Courts of Demerara snd 
Berbice, it being optional with the party against whom thej are 
used to require them to be sworn. See the answers of the 
presidents and fiscals of those Courts to the questions on that 
subject of the Commissioners of Inquiry into the Adminittra- 
tion of Justice m the West Indies, m their 3d Report, p. 73> 
and then* remarks on the practice, p. 8. See also Van Leu- 
wen's Roman-Dutch Law, Book 5, cap. so. s. 30. 
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ON APPEAL FROM JAMAICA. 

FaANCis Whittle - - - - Appellant. 

And 
Donald M'Farlane - - - Respondent. 

For some time previously to the year 1811 the athMaroh, 
appellant Whittle had carried on business in the ^*{^*^ 
city of Kingston, in co-partnership with a gentle- ^^^ 
man of the name of Campbell, under the firm of aocouotf be- 
Campbell & Whittle. In that year the house of "^^^^ 
Campbell & Whittle agreed to take the respond- thefir^.ofA. 
cnt MTarlane, who had been their clerk, into ^S,'of a!b. 
partnership. Articles of co-partnership were there- ^^'{,1^"^ 
upon executed between them and M'Farlane, and the of B. & c. : 
partnership of Campbell & Whittle having ceased of^&c awJ 
on the 31st of December 1811, that of Campbell, ^^^^^^ 
W^hittle & Co. commenced on the ist of January forcuiiectmg 
1812, and it continued until the 31st of December to*the*t^p^ 
1814, when it terminated, and a new partnership was ^^^ P*"^- 
formed between Campbell and the respondent 
Ikd 'Farlane, to which the appellant Whittle was not 
a party. This new partnership was carried on under 
the firm of Campbell & M^Farlane. It commenced 
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1830. on the 1st of January 1815, and was dissolved on 

Wfli^E *^® *^^ ^^ March 1 8 1 8- 

V. The respondent M'Farlane in 1822 commenced 

a suit in the Court of Chancery in Jamaica against 
the appellant Whittle and the representatives of 
Campbell, (who was then dead,) for the purpose of 
having the accounts taken of these three co-part- 
nerships. A reference was directed to the IVIastec 
for that purpose ; and on the coming in of his report 
the appellant filed three exceptions to it, all of which 
were overruled by the Court From their decision 
he appealed to the King in Council. 

The first of these exceptions related to the method 
of taking the accounts, and was argued at consider- 
able length ; it depended chiefly however upon the 
facts of the case, the general principles of law appli- 
cable to it having been admitted on both sides. From 
the absence however of a mortgage-deed, on the. 
wording of which the determination of it depended, 
and which was obliged to be sent for to Jamaica, nO; 
decision was made upon it until eight months after 
the first hearing. The other two exceptions were, 

'^ For that the Master had allowed the respond- 
** enU in the accounts of the firm of Campbell & 
" M*Farlane with the firm of Campbell & Whittle, 
*^ credit for interest commissions upon, the several 
'^ sums of money belonging to the said last-men- 
'^ tioned firm, received by the said firm of Campbell 
" & M^Farlane. 

'< For that the Master had allowed the respoiid- 
" ent, in the accounts of the firm of Campbell & 
" M'Farlane with the firm of Campbell, Whittle, 
*' & Co., credit for interest con^missions upou the 
*' several sums of money belonging to, the said lastr 
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" mentioned- firm, received by the said firm of isscf. 
" Campbell & M'Fkrlane.'* ^^I^b 

V. 

Peniherton (K. G.), and BurgCy for the Appellant:— M^FARLAui. 

The firm of Gainpbell, Whittle, & Co. consistfed of 
the same persons as that of Campbell & Whittle, 
with the addition of M'Farlane ; the firm of Camp-^ 
bell & M'Farlane, of the same persons as that of 
Campbell, Whittle, & Co., with the exception of 
Whittle. The Master has therefore proceeded on thfe 
principle, thiat continuing partners have the right' 
of charging to a retiring partner commission upon 
all debts of their former partnership, which they may 
get in. Such a charge hus never been known to 
have been made in England, and there is no proof' 
ofi nor indeed; in point of fact, is there any local 
usage to sanction it in Jamaica. Inquiries have been 
made on the subject, and the answer to them has in- 
variably been, that nasuch charge has ever been heard ' 
of -there. It would be difficult indeed to find upon - 
what principle this charge could be supported. No 
provision was made upon the termination of each part- 
nership, that the succeeding on^ should be considered ' 
as agents t6 the former, and in th^t 'capacity entitled' 
to charge commission,^ and without such a provision: 
it is clear, that the partnerships must be considered' 
to stand in the relation of debtor and -creditor to 
each other,* and not in that of principal and agent 
In fact, the debts due to the former houses formed 
in a great measure the capital, with which the suc- 
ceeding houses carried on - their trade. The* bill 
contained no prayer for such a commission; and' 
there was no direction in the decree to authorize ,the 
Master to allow it, much less to allow interest upon 

Y 2 
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isso. it, a charge which, even if the commission itself wa» 
WfliTTLi allowed, could not be maintained. 



V, 



[Tarlajjs. p^^ (k c.), and Rermals, for Respondent :— 

Although there is no evidence that such a charge 
of commission is warranted by the local usages of 
Jamaica, yet we may safely imagine that it is so, 
when, we find it allowed by the Master, who must 
be conversant with the course of mercantile dealing 
in that country, and his report confirmed by the 
Court. . Independently, however, of the question of 
usage, Ihis charge can be supported upon principle. 
The succeeding firms acted as the agents of the 
precedingin. getting in their outstanding debts, and 
as .such agents were entitled to their commission, 
Mr. Whittle, who. now objects to this charge, on the 
part of the house of Campbell and M^Farlane, 
against the two prior houses of which he himself 
was a member, is allowed by this report, as a part« 
ner in the house of Campbell, Whittle, & Co., com* 
mission for collecting the debts of the house of 
Campbell & Whittle ; and it is but fair that if he 
receives it in the one case he should pay it in the 
^ other. As to the question of interest, the decree 
^ directs the Master in taking the accounts between 
the partnerships to strike annual balances, and to 
allow 61. per cent interest on those balances. The 
sums allowed by way of commission would of coarse 
form part of these balances, and the Master was 
therefore justified in allowing interest upon those 
sums, as well as on the others composing the 
J>alance. 
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Master of the Rolls: — 

It is impossible to maintain the charge for com- 
mission, because it is in truth a charge by a partner 
for the collection of a partnership debt How can 
a partner charge commission against a partner for 
the collection of a partnership debt, in which both 
of them are interested ? It is a misapprehension 
entirely, and there does not appear any pretence for 
saying, that there is any local usage in die island to 
sanction such a charge. If commission cannot be 
charged, of course interest upon commission cannot 
be charged. The Court will therefore refer it back 
to the Court below, with a declaration that no com- 
mission could be charged either for the collection of 
the debts of first or second partnership. 



315 

1830. 

WUITTLE 
V. 

6th Morcb. 



T 3 



316 



CASES ARGUED AND PEIfiBMWED 



ON APPML FROM TH£ SUPREME 
COURT OF JUmCATURE AT BOMBAY. 



The Hon. Moumtstuawt Elphih-1 
«TONE and IJENRT Du>^oAs Ro-[ AppeUmts. 

BERTSON - - - - 



^1 



S & 19 Jane, 

14 Jalj, 

1830. 



4iid 
Heerachunp 3f:OK££CHUKD, andl 

of Amberchund Bekdachunjo -J 

Tbememben XHIS was an appeal from a judgmejit of the Su- 
^onal govern- preme Court of Bombay, dated the 6lh of February 
wmi/co*^ 1827, awarding to the respondent 1,745,290 rupees, 

quered coun- 
try seized the 
property of a 
native of the 
conquered 
country, who 
had been re- 



3 quarters, 32 reas, damages, and 16,303 rupees, 
3 quarters, costs. The action in which it was given had 
been brought in trover by Ameerchund Berdachand 
against the appellants and the East India Company, 
^sedTheb'rae. for the recovery of damages for the seizure of treasure 

fit of the ar- 
ticles of capi- 
tulation of a 
fortress, of 
which be was 
governor, but 
who had been 
permitted to 
reside under 
military sur- 
veillance in his 
own house in 

the city in which the seizure was made, and which was at a distance from 
the scene of actual hostilities. Held, that the seizure must be regarded in 
the light of a hostile seizure, and that a Municipal Court had no juris- 
diction on the subject. 

&m(/e.— Ihe circumstances, that at the time of the seizure the city 
where it was made had been for some months previously in the undis- 



to a large amount from Narroba Outia, a nobleman 
of high rank under the Mahratta government, and 
formerly treasurer to the Peishwa, to whom Amber- 
chund was executor. The circumstances under 
which the seizure took place appeared on the trial 
to be as follows : 

On the 16th of November 1817, after the battle 



turbed possession of the provisional government ; and that Courts of Justice 
under tne authority of tnat government were sitting in it for th 
tration of justice, do not alter the character of the transaction. 
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of Kirkee, the Peishwa, Bajee Row, left his capital, isso. 
Poonab, which was the next day taken possession of „ * "" ' 
by the British forces. On the 15th of December v. 

1817, the Marquis of Hastings, the Governor- ^^uk"" 
General of India, appointed the appellant Elphin- 5 Dec. 1817, 
stone sole commissioner for the settlement of the ofP|j*"hiI^jone 
territory conquered from the Peishwa, with autho- to be commis- 
rity over all the civil and military officers employed tlerrTent^of 
in it, and also authorized him to nominate a se- conquered 

1 1 1 rt* country. 

cretary and such other officers, as might be neces- 
siary to assist him in the functions of his office. 

Mr. Elphinstone, on the nth of February 1818, iiFeb. isia, 
issued a proclamation at Sattara, in which, after set« pnldiima^^^^ 
ting forth various acts of aggression by thie Peishwa 
against the British Government, he proceeded to 
state, " that by these acts of perfidy and violence 
Bajee Row has compelled the British Government 
to drive him from his musnud, and to conquer his 
dominions. For this purpose a force has gone in 
pursuit of Bajee Row, which will allow him no 
rest ; another is employed in taking his forts ; a 
third has arrived by the way of Ahmednughur, 
and a greater force than either is now entering by 
way of Candeish, under the personal command 
of his Excellency Sir Thomas Hislop ; a force 
under General Munro is reducing the Camatic ; 
and a force from Bombay is taking the forts in 
the Concan, and occupying that country, so that 
in a short time no trace of Bajee Row will re- 
main. The Raja of Sattara, who is now a pri- 
s<Mier in Bajee Row's hands, will be released, and 
placed at the head of an independent sovereignty 
of such an extent as may maintain the Raja and 

Y 4 
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|8dO. his family in comfort and dignity. With this view 

Elwkstonb ^^^ ^^^^ ^^ Sattara has been taken, the Raja's fla^ has 

_ V- been set up in it and his former ministry have been 

BeDREE- 11 1 . X 1 1WT1 

CHUND. called mto employment. Whatever country is aa- 
sigpied to the Raja will be administered by him, and 
he will be bound to establish a system of justice and 
order. The rest of the country will be held by the 
Honourable Company. The revenue will be col- 
lected for the Government, but all property real or 
personal will be secured. All Whuttan and £nam 
(hereditary property), Wurshausun (annual stipends), 
and all religious and charitable establishments, will 
be protected, and all religious sects will be tolerated, 
and their customs maintained, as far as it is just and 
reasonable. The farming system is abolished. Offi* 
cers shall be forthwith appointed to collect a regular 
and moderate revenue on the part of the British 
Government, to administer justice, and to encourage 
the cultivators of the soil : they will be authorized 
to allow of remissions in consideration of the cir- 
cumstances of the times. All persons are prohibited 
from paying revenue to Bajee Row or his adherents, 
or assisting them in any shape. No reduction wQl be 
made from the revenue in consequence of such pay- 
ments. Wuttundars, and other holders of lands, are 
required to quit his standard, and repair to their 
villages within two months from this time. The 
Zemindars will report the names of those who re- 
main, and all who fail to appear in that time shall 
forfeit their lands, and be pursued without remis* 
sion until they are entirely crushed. All persons, 
whether belonging to the army or otherwise, who 
may attempt to lay waste the country, or to plunder 
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the roadsy will be put to death wherever they are \ss6. 

found." ELPHiiisToiit 

Mr. Elphinstone, by a letter, dated the 6th of _ »• 

_- ort'ii 1 It Bedreb- 

February ioi8, appointed the other appellant, chumd. 
Captain Robertson, provisional collector and magis- e Feb. isis. 
trate of the city of Poonah, and the adjacent country. ^^^"^ 
He had been previously nominated by General Sir byEiphiostono 
Lionel Smith to the command of the guards there, sionai a)Uec- 
and he retained this command until September 1 8i 8, ^j^J""****" 
when he relinquished it to Major Fearon. Mr. El- Poonah. 
phinstone's letter proceeded in these terms, " The Eiphinstone's 
" extent of your district will hereafter nearly corres- R^Senlon?* ^ 
" pond wiUi that of the Praunt of Poonah; but 
" until the neighbouring districts shall have been 
" settled I beg you not to confine your exertions 
*' to those limits, but endeavour to bring under 
'* your authority as much of the country as may be 
" within your power. The first consideration there- 
'' fore is to deprive the enemy of his resources, and 
'* in this and all other points every thing must be 
*' made subservient to the conduct of the war. All 
** arrangements that interfere with that object must 
** be reserved for times of greater tranquillity.** The 
letter then proceeded to give instnictions as to 
taking possession of the enemy's country; for re- 
warding^ the potails and villages which might de- 
clare in our favour ; and for sending native agents 
and parties of sebundies* to places where their pre- 
sence might be useful, and to authorize Captain 
Robertson to entertain a thousand sebundies, or 

^ Irregular Datiye soldiers employed in tbe service of the 
revenue and police. See Glpwarj^ by Wllkins, to Fifth Report 
of Committee of the House of Commons on the Affiurs of the 
JSast India Company. 
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1830. »ore if he should find them necessaiy. ^' Some 
" organization/' it was observed, " might be resorted 
** to^ by which this -species of soldiery might be im- 
^ proved ; but it was to be remembered, that it did 
** not suit our policy to preserve a military spirit 
^* amongst them, but to allow them to sink into 
*^ judges and collectors peons. When a village has 
'' ooce submitted, any practices in favour of the 
^ enemy must be punished, as acts of rebellion, by 
*^ martial law. The commander in chief at Poonidi 
*^ will be directed to assemble a ooart-martial, for 
*' the trial of sOch persons as you may think fit to 
^^ bring before it, and to inflict capital punishment 
** immediately on conviction. The same course 
*^ must be adofited with regard to persons at 
'' Poonah who shall conspire against our govern- 
'^ menty and likewise with all banditti who may 
** assemble in the neighbourhood of the capital. 
*^ I particularly call your attention to the necessi^ 
** of inflicting prompt and severe punishment on 
** persons of this description. Prisoners taken from 
<< the body of fiajee Row's troops, who may pass 
*^ through your district in the course of military 
*' operation, must for the present be regarded as 
** regular troops; but parties sent to plunder the 
<< country are in all cases to be considered as 
*' freebooters, and either refused quarter, or put 
*^ to death after a sunomary inquiry, when there 
** is any doubt of their guilt All other crimes 
^* you will investigate according to the forms 
'^ of justice usual in the country, modified as 
^* you may think expedient ; and in all cases you 
*' will endeavour to enforce the existing laws 
" and customs, unless where they are clearly 
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" repliant Jto reason and natural equity. The i850. 

'' fiame rules apply to civil trials, in which I par- 

'* ticularly recommend the adoption of that system 

*^ of arbitration akeady prevalent, subject to your 

** con&imatiQn. You will not fail to bear in mind 

'^ the necessity of adhering to the customs of the 

*^ country during the present provisional govern- 

^^ ment. This may even he extended to the exemp* 

^' tion of Bramins from cajpiiial punishment, except 

" when guilty of treason^ or cf joining banditti in 

" plundering the country. All established religious 

** institutions are to be maintained, and the expense 

" to be allowed by Govemmeot. This is of course 

'^ not to extend to Bajee Row's -establisluneat for 

" performing magical ceremonies (anushtan), aor to 

'^ his personal charities ; but such of the former as 

** are of ancient institution, like the annual aaushtan 

^* for rain at Pashanee, and such of the latter as 

" seem required by humanity, ought neverdieless to 

** b^ kept up. You will exercise your own judgment 

'* on the subject To enable you to protect the 

*' country from small parties of banditti and infiur- 

'' gents, a detail of twelve companies of sepoys, and 

'' twQ hundred auxiliary horse, will be jdaced at your 

*' disposal as sooo as the state of the garrison of 

** Poonah will admit of. In case you should require 

'' further aid, you will i^ply to the commanding 

*' officer, who will be requested to afford it to the 

** utmost extent of his means ; but it must rest with 

" him to judge of the practicability of the service 

'^ required* and of the prud^ee of sparing the ne- 

** oessary detachment from his force. If any consi- 

*' derable portion of the enemy's army should ap- 

'* proach Poonah, all arrangement for the protection 



Elpbinstovb 
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1830. '* of the country must rest with the commanding 
officer, and you will no doubt think it advisable 
'».'""" " on such occasions to place your own parties at his 
xhuhdT " disposal, retaining no more than are absolutely 
'' necessary for the purposes of police ; in like man- 
" ner you will have the exclusive command of the 
** guards in the town, but when threatened by an 
** enemy you will see the necessity of placing them 
" under die commanding officer, and allowing him 
** to make all arrangements he may think necessary 
" for the defence of the place. You will of course 
" apprehend all sepoys or followers who may be 
** found disturbing the peace of the city, or maraud* 
<' ing in the neighbouring villages; but you will 
^' send them to the commanding officer for punish- 
'* ment, furnishing him with all information you may 
" possess in proof of their guilt." The letter then 
proceeded to give full instructions as to the arrange- 
ments that were to be pursued in the collection 
of the revenue, the assurances that were to be given 
to the landed proprietors, of the protection of pro- 
perty, the line of conduct to be pursued to the Bheels 
and Rammoosees *, and to direct that the police of the 
country should be managed through the potailsf sup- 
ported, when necessary, by the sebundies and regu- 
lar troops. It also contained a direction to make 
over Bajee Row's property to the prize-agent; '^but 
** any part of it which the religious or other preju- 
'^ dices of the people required to be respected, is 

* Native tribes liTing b the mountains, not under subjection 
to the Mahratta govemment, and generally carrying on a 
system of plundering warfare with the inhabitants of die 
plains. 

t Chiefs of villages. 



BEFORE THE PRIVY COUNCIL. 32» 

" to be retained on account of the Public, the value isso, 

" being fixed in communication with the prize- _ * "" ' 

° *^ Elphinstove 



agent-" Gokla's and Trimbuckjee's property «. 

Beds 

CUUKD. 



is also to be considered as prize. I have the ^^*>*^=- 
*^ honour to enclose a copy and translation of 
" a proclamation I have issued to the inhabitants 
" of the Peishwa's former dominions; I beg you 
*' to pay scrupulous attention to all the promises 
** contained in it. I need not point out to you 
** the great attention that must be paid to the pe* 
'^ culiar prejudices of the inhabitants of Poonah. 
" Beef is on no account to be killed in the town, or 
** any where but in our own camps for the use of the 
" European troops. No European soldiers are to 
^* be allowed to enter the city on any account ; and 
'* the former prohibition against officers and gen- 
'' demen visiting it without permission, unless on 
" duty, is to be strictly kept up. No European of 
" any description is to be permitted to reside within 
" the city." 

Under this letter of instructions Captain Robert- 
son continued in possession of the government of 
Poonah and the adjacent country until the time of 
the seizure of the treasure, on account of which the 
action was brought After the defeat at Kirkee, 
the Peishwa kept his army moving about in different 
parts of his territory until the latter end of the month 
of May 1818, when he was finally driven out of it, PeiJhwa^w 
and on the 3d of the foUowinff June he surrendered ^r>^«" (">«» 

HI. . ^ 1 . 1 CI- T mir 1 1 tustemtory. 

himself and his army m Candeish to Sir J. Malcolm. 3 j^^^ ^q^q^ 

Narroba left Poonah at the same time as the ^^^ »«- 

Peishwa; he did not however continue withi that ^j^^^y'^g^o^ 

prince, but immediately went to the fortress of Rye- Narroba sor- 

• ^^.11 jr .J renders Ryo- 

ghur, of which he was governor, and he remained ghur. 
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there in thst character until die gtfi of May 1818, 
when the fortress sorrendered, after a fortnight^ siege, 
to Colonel Prother. By the articles of capitulation 
the inhabitants of the fortresar were allowed to go to 
whatever place they might choose, and take away 
their own property ; bnt not any other property. 
Narroba- was however suspected by Colonel Prother 
of having fraudulently sent away large quantities of 
treasure, the property of the Peishwa, and the Co- 
lonel under that impression caused his baggage to 
be searched on going out of the fbrt. Four boxes, 
filled with gold coin and jewels, together with thirty- 
eight empty money-bags^ werefbund in it, and were 
seized by the Colonel - as public property, which 
Narroba bad no right to carry away. Hie Colonel 
made a*rcp0rttotheGovernmentofhis conduct and 
suspicions of Narroba;, and in consequence of this 
report; orders were sent-boA to him and^Gaptatn Ro- 
bertson to seize NarrobaV person; Narroba w^nt 
from Ryeghur to Poonah, and resided there until 
the time of- the seizure^ in question in his own house, 
which had belonged to him previously to the com- 
mencement of hostilities; Considerable discussion 
took place however in- the course of the argument 
before the Privy Council, as- to the manner in whi<^ 
he west there, and the character* in which he vraui 
considered by Government during his residence. 
j\fecordingto the statement of • his executor^ Amer-> 
chund, (in a memorial which he presented to the 
Governor of* Bombay before thSs action was broug^lvt, 
and'wUdrwas^read in evidence' at the thai in the 
Court below), Colonel' Prother' seized* his t person, 
and. after confining him f6rlhree*orfdW' days, sent 
him undte a guard t^ Mh Blphinstone at Poouftb, 
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who rele.a9ed him, and allowed' him to go. to i890« 
h'lB own hou3e, oyer whicb» however, a guard was jsa^^ivnoM^ 
placed, and be remained thus in a state of confine- «• 

ment and arrest until the time in question. The. caPNoT 
correctness of this, statement was however ques- 
tioned by the counsel for the respondents on the. 
authority of a passage in a. letter from Colonel Pro- 
tber to Mr. Elpbinstone, dated at die camp neac 
Paulia, 17th of June ifS^iS, which had been teu'- 
dered in evidence at the trial, on.the part of the ap- 
pellants, and had been rejected by the Court below : 
it had however been, printed in the papers laid be- 
fore the Council. The passage in question was, 
'• As Mr. Secretary Warder has authorized me to. 
<< secure the person of Narroba Outia, if found in 
** the. Company's territories, I suppose he is not 
*^ gone afi. he. intended to Poonah; if he has arrived, 
^^ and resides there, of course it will be attended 
'' with no difficulty in securing his person, if such a. 
'< measure may by you be thought necessary/' 

The seizure of the treasure for which this action 17 July isis, 
was brought took place on. the 17th of July 1818^ Sl^ty 
when Captain Robertson, havlne been.informed that C&ptaioRo- 

.i»ff f'1111 .1 bertson from 

a quantity of public treasure which, had been earned Narroba at 
out of Ryeghur by different persons of the garrison ^^°**'- 
in fraud of the capitulation, had been brought to 
Narroba at Poonah, and was seoreted by him there, 
caused, faia house to be searched by/his assistant in 
the reveoueandjudicial' department^ Mr,.Lum8den, 
and the commander, of the sebundiesv Gaptain 
Houston^ acoonpanied by. a party of troops acting 
under their orders^ They found Uiere fourteen>bags 
of Venetians (Sequins), and; fourteen bags of gold 
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]8Sa Mohare, which they seized, together with Narroba's 
ELPHmsToiiE ACCOunt-books. Narroba was at the same time, to- 
V. gether with his chief clerk, Dhondoo BuUol, com- 

cuuKD.' mitted to prison. They were both of them duringtheir 
imprisonment repeatedly interrogated by Captain Ro- 
bertson respecting this treasure, and Narroba was at 
length liberated on the 7th of November 1818, upon 
delivering up five more bags of Venetians, which 
Captain Robertson was induced to believe he had 
secreted of the public money in addition to the bags 
which had been seized. He also entered into secu- 
rity for his personal appearance, when required. 
Evideiiceasto During the time of these transactions no actual 
fcm May^to^ hostilities were carried on in the immediate neigh- 
Deoember bourhood of Poonah. The head quarters of Major- 

1818 

General Sir Lionel Smith, whose command extended 
over Poonah and the country adjacent, were, from 
the time of the expulsion of the Peishwa from his 
dominions in May 1818 to December in that year, 
at Seroor, which is distant about forty-two miles from 
Poonah, according to his evidence which was taken 
in the Court below. " During that period he was 
*' constantly backwards and forwards between Poo- 
'^ nah and Seroor, and was in the habit of receiviDjg 
^^ reports as to the tranquil state of the country, or 
'^ otherwise, as brigadier of division. Wherever he 
'V received information that the horsemen of the 
'* enemy had means of re-assembling» he despatched 
<< troops to preserve the tranquillity of the country, 
*V and see that they did not re-assemble. He con- 
'^ sidered that he anticipated the tranquillity of the 
** country by sendmg Uie detachments, and if he 
** had not sent the detachments he considered they 
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" would have been up again. They were not sub- isso. 
" dued, but dispersed ; he knew of 30,000 of the ei^^^^^^^^e 
" military class dispersed about the country; he ^' 

" was in constant correspondence with the commis- cbumd.* 
^^ sioner, both on military and political subjects, dur* 
" ing 1818, and long afterwards. He corresponded 
^' with the commissioner on the disposal of our 
'' troops over the country. The commissioner con- 
'' suited him in the first instance, and he gave him 
" his opinion of the military arrangements. He 
*' considered it to be necessary that the force should 
" be very strong to keep the tranquillity of the 
^* country. The peace-garrison of Poonah was only 
'' two battalions qf native infantry; but in 1818 it 
" consisted of four battalions of native infantry, an 
'^ European regiment, and a regiment of cavalry ; he 
" should say 3,500 effective men. He considered 
^* it a necessary precaution to let every body see we 
'' had an overwhelming force, on account of there 
** being a disaffected population, and the fact of one 
<< govemment having been overturned and another 
*^ set up, and the character of the people being 
*' turbulent, and that these causes for keeping up 
" a g^eat force at Poonah continued during the 
** whole of 1818, and for a later period. He kept 
*^ his force at Seroor in a state of complete readiness 
*^ for the field without any reduction of men, and 
" did take the field in October in that year, when 
" he went down southwards towards the Krishna." 
This evidence of the state of the country was corro- 
borated by several other officers. During this period 
also no disturbance appeared to have taken place in 
the city of Poonah itself, and no attack was made 
upon it^ although the guards there were stated to 
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18S0. have been more upon the alert, and stronger than 
EtpeiNSTonB ^^ peaceable times. A Court of Adawlut was also 
V* open there, and Captain Robertson presided as judge 
cMtJiiDr in it, both on civil and criminal trials. He per- 
formed his judicial duties in the same way as they 
had been performed under the Peishwa's govern- 
ment. Noth withstanding, however, the Peishwa's 
surrender of himself and his army to Sir J. Malcolm 
on the 3d of June 1818, some of his fortresses still 
held out against the English ^, and hostilities were 
not terminated in the province of Candeish until the 
surrender of Amulnair in the December following. 
ApnlicatioDs Narroba after his release applied to the governor 
government, of Bombay for the restoration both of the treasure 
oSction!"'^"" which had been taken from him by Colonel Prother 
at Ryeghur, and from his house at Poonah by Cap- 
tain Robertson's orders, and also of the five bags of 
Venetians which he had subsequently given up to 
Captain Robertson. The Government referred his 
claim to Mr. Chaplin, who succeeded Mr. Elphin- 
stone in the office of commissioner of the Deccan. 
Mr. Chaplin, aftier examining Narroba himself, and 
investigating his accounts, made a report to Govern- 
ment in the year 1821, the nature of which did not 
appear on the trial. The Government persisted how- 
ever in refusing to restore the treasure. Narroba 
died in the following year, but the claim was re- 
newed by his executor Amerchund Berdachund, who 
in the latter end of the year 1825 commenced the 
action of trover against the appellants and the £a6t 

« The priodpal of diese were Malligamn, which surrendered 
on the 16th of June, Pritehitghor, which surrendered «ui the 
»5lh of June, and Moolheiri which surrendered on the 3d of 
July i848. 
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India Company, from the judgment in which this isso. 
appeal was instituted. , ^"^^ — ' 

ine particulars of his claim were sent by his »• 

attorney to the attorney of the defendants, and were ^nvnl^ 
afterwards read at the trial ; they consisted of four Particulars of 
accounts, the first was of gold coin, jewels and ^ilLm"*^^"'' 
shawls, the property of Narroba, seized by Colonel 
Prother at Rhyghur. The second, of gold Vene- 
tians and mohurs, the property of Narroba, seized 
hy Captain Robertson at Poonah ; the third, of gold 
mohurs and silver rupees, the private property of 
Bajee Row*, intrusted to Narroba, and seized at 

* A distinction appears to have been drawn in the court at Tliere is no 
Bombay between the public and the private property of the ^**''"ction be- 
Peishwa. The late decision in the Privy Council in the case of lie and prmite 
the Advocate-General of Bombay v. Amtrckund^ has however property of an 
declared that distinction to have been unfounded. In that case '^****^J"'® '"°- 
the Adyocate-General of Bombay filed an information against therefore in 
Amerchund^ who was a banker at Poonah, to recover, on behalf ^^ hands of 
of the Crown, a large sum of money which had been deposited n!!lf..^riwf * 
With him by the Feishwa previously to the conquest of that city territories 
by the British troops. The Court below gave a verdict and have been con- 
iodgment against the Crown. The Advocate-General appealed SridS, mj^ 
from that judgment, and the case was argued before the Privy be reco'vcred 
Council on the s8lh March iSig. The ground of defence ta- onaninForma- 
ken by the Respondent's Counsel, gpankie, (Serjeant) and Bruce, tom^^^l^^X 
independently of {some technical objections to the information from the 
and general arguments on the evidence, was, that part of the banker. 
money waa the private property (Khasgheet) of the Peishwa, 
and not belonging to or used by him for public purposes, and 
chat Bot having been seized by the Government during the war 
it could not be recovered after the termination of it. Iki 
fuppore of these propositions they cited Pufibndorf, book 8, 
c. 6, a. 3s» as, and the Attornty-General v. Weeden and Shooles, 
nirker, 067. The Sdieitor^General and Serjeiknt Bosanquet for 
the AppellaotSy cited e contra contra Bynkershoeck, Qufts. Ju. 
Pub. lib. 1 9 cap. 4, " Ecquando res hostium mobiles et prftsertim 
** naves fiunt capientium," and c. 7, •* Hostium actiooes et 

z 2 
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Ryeghur in violation of the terms of the capitulation ; 
and the fourth, of gold mohurs, the private property 
of Bajee Row, intrusted to Narroba, and seized by 
Captain Robertson at Poonah. They amounted 
altogether, including interest, which had been cal- 
culated upon the property from the time of the 
seizures, to 36,56,00,07 rupees, 70 q\ but in the 
course of the proceedings the claim for the property 
seized at Ryeghur was given up. 

The defendants pleaded the general issue, and 
obtained a rule nisij on the ground of His Majesty's 
interest being concerned, and otherwise for want of 
jurisdiction, which was on argument discharged with 
costs ; and leave to appeal against the judgment on 
that occasion was refused to them as contrary to the 
practice of the Court *. 

*^ credita qu8B apud nos inveniuntur an exorto bello recte pub- 
*^ licentur." The Privy Council reversed the judgment of the 
Court at Bombay. In the course of the argument Lord 
Tenterden asked, *' \\ hat is the distinction between the puUIc 
** and private property of an absolute sovereign ? You mean 
*' by public property, generally speaking, the property of the 
** state, but in the property of an absolute sovereign, who may 
** dispose of every thing at any time, and in any way he pleases9 
<' is there any distinction ?" and in delivering the judgment of 
their Lordships he also observed, '' another point made, which 
*' applies itself only to a part of the information, is, that the 
** property was not proved to have been the public property of 
" the Peishwa. Upon that point I have already intimated my 
" opinion, and I have the concurrence of the other Lords of 
*' the Council with me in it, that when you are speaking of the 
<< property of an absolute sovereign there is no pretence for 
** drawing a distinction, the whale of it belongs to him as 
** sovereign, and he may dispose of it for his public or private 
'' purposes in whatever manner he may think proper/* 

* By the charter of the Supreme Court at Bombay the right 
of appeal is given from any of its ** judgments or aetermina« 
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They then moved the Court for leave to withdraw i83o. 
their plea of the general issue, and to plead it again ^ ' "^ ' 

V. 

** tiODs." The right of appeal is given in the same terms by the Bedree- 

charter of the Supreme Court at Madras ; and the same terms chuno. 

had been used in the charter of the Recorder's Court of that 

settlement. Till lately the Courts in India appear to have held 

these terras, " judgments or determinations," to apply only to 

final judgments, and that consequently no appeal laid from in* 

terlocutory judgments. The correctness of this construction 

however appears to be dubious since the decision of the Privy 

Council in the case of the Ea^t India Company v. Syed Alley 

Khan. 

In that case there were two decrees of the Supreme Court of ^J'®'*," ^^^^ 

Madras, in a suit in equity, the first dated the SQd of May granted leave 

1820, declaring the rights of the parties, and directing the to appeal in a 

accounts to be taken by the Master, the second dated the ^® '° which 

38th of July 1821, on further directions, confirming the Mas- authorized by 

ter's report. The East India Company, on the 26th of January their charter 

1822, presented a petition to the Supreme Court for leave n^(^suffici"n" 

to appeal against both these judgments ; and that Court granted for the appel- 

tbem leave to do so on the 28th of the same month. The l&nt to present 

case came before the Privy Council on the 2d of February jJ^tidon'JIf "^ 

1825, on a petition of the respondents to dismiss the appellants appeal to the 

(East India Company's) petition of appeal to the King in ^i°? \^ 

Council, so far as it sought to affect or reverse tlie decree of . .' 

the 23d of May 1820. Their Lordships granted the prayer of plication for 

the petition. The grounds of their decision were thus stated leave to appeal 

by Li>rd Gifford:— *• The charter which gives the liberty of ™"'.' be made 

,. - _ /. , « V, 1 ., , tothe KiDgm 

** appealing from a decree of the Supreme Court has provided Council under 

'' that no appeal should be allowed by that Court, unless the such circum* 

•* petition for that purpose should be preferred within six *^°*^®** 

** months from the day of pronouncing the judgment or deter- 

*' mination complained of. Now the first judgment complained 

** of was pronounced in May 1 820, and therefore considerably 

** more than six months before the application was made to 

'' appeal ; and it has been fairly admitted in argument ; and it 

'* could not be denied that was a judgment that might have 

** been brought before us, although it directed a further account 

** to be taken as consequential to the decision of the Court as 

" to the right of the parties. If the Cast India Company chose 

« 3 
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1»90. ^ with Other pleas, showing that the property, the 
_ ^ "" ' conversion of which was stated in this action, was 

V, 

Bedre»- *^ to proflecnte the appeal from tlie decree upon further direc* 
c&uiLD. « tioii8» there can be no objection ; but the question it, whedicr 
^^ the Court below had any right upon that decree* upon fur* 
** ther directions, to give them a right to appeal against the 
^' first decree, which decided the rights of die parties. This 
'* Board cannot say they had a right to do so. The complain- 
<' ants might have petitioned specially upon that point, but it 
<* must have been in the nature of a special application, staling 
<« special circumstancesi and showing a sirong case to the Board 
'< for permitting them to have tliat indulgence, and alao ac- 
'' counting for their negligence in not liaving appealed in due 
^* time. The application which they have already nuule ia cmly 
** asking for leave to appeal as a matter of course against the 
*^ first decree ; and this Board are of opinion that such pennis- 
** sion cannot be given to them, and therefore that the respon- 
'* dents petition must be granted, so as to restrict them to die 
** appeal against the decree upon further directions^" 
Where a party The East India Company then presented another petstioB, 
^'^ht^f ^"^ i *P^^^^^y ^^ ^^^® ^ i4>peal against the decree of the a ad of 
iiig, ac(x»rdiiig ^^J ^^^^> Stating the practice of the Court below as to the 
to tlie cliarter refusal of appeals against interlocutory decrees, mad accompa- 
t^.^thr^h' ^^ ^y ^ affidavit of Sir Thomas Strange, the kte Chief 
the erroneoas Justice of Madras, in which he confirmed the allegations of the 
construction petition, and stated, that during the time he held the ofiioe of 
Coait/the^^ Chief Justice, if any application had been made for leave to 
Privy Council appeal against the order ot the ssd of May, it would have beea 
will, upon a refused as premature. The petition was heard before their 
tim)^,'grl!^t^ Lordships on the 4th of February 1896; and the counsel for 
them leave to the East India Company^ Serjeants Bosanquet and Spankie, 
appeal. ^j^ed, in corroboration of thek statement, the case of Jokn$on v. 

The Eatt India Compamfy 1st Strange's notes, 18. The judg- 
ment of their Lordships was delivered by Lord Giffiird, who 
afler recapitulating the former proceedings, in this case, went 
on to say, '^ they (the Cast India Company) have now prescsnted 
" a petition praying the indulgence of this Board, stating that an 
'' error had existed at the Supreme Court at Madras, ever since 
" the granting of the charter in the year 1800 down to the 
" present period ; and tJiey have procured the affidavit of the 
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taken and seized as lawful prize, and so by righ^ of isso. 
war and conquest This motion was also refu'sedi . ' ^ ' 

•1 fiM i-1 1 11 1 EtPniKBTOPt 

with costs. 1 be Court then proceeded to try the v, 

Beorce- 



<* respectable judge who formerly filled the highest judicial 

** situation in that court, who swears, * that during the whole 

*' time he so held and exercised the said office an established 

** practice existeil (founded on a prevailing understanding of 

'^ the intention and construction of the said letters patent) of 

** granting leave to appeal to His Majesty in Council from 

'^ judgments or determinations of the said Court of Judicature 

** only on the ultimate conclusion of a suit, when the whole 

** suit, and every thing regarding it, save only execution, had 

*' attained maturity, and when the party dissatisfied might have 

V the benefit of such right of appeal, to the extent of every 

<< part of the proceeding on which error might be assignable.' 

** A case has also been stated before us, determined so long ago 

'' as 1 799, which was before the period of granting the present 

** charter; but the words of the charter then existing were 

<< very similar to the present charter ; and upon that occasion 

'' the court below detennlned that it was not competent to 

'< parties to appeal upon what was considered merely as an inter- 

<' locutory judgment. Under these circumstances the question 

^ is, whether this error, which has prevailed up to the time 

*< when this appeal was presented, is such an error, as should 

<< Indoce the Board to grant the Company the indulgence now 

** asked. It has been urged before us, that this case ought to 

'* be determined as it it was a case pending between two humble 

** individuals. Not only ought it to be so determined, but this 

<« court will look with jealousy upon a case, where such a 

^ powerful body as the East India Company is concerned. 

** We think, however, that as in a ca6e we decided this mom- 

*' ing, where an error exists in the officers of a court, and the 

<« court itself, it will be too much to shut out a party from their 

•* right of appeal ; and we, with great reluctance, grant the per- 

** missioD to appeal in the present insrance." His Lordship 

then proceeded to state, that from the laches of the East 

India Company in not having previously presented their 

petition, it would be impossible to grant them this indulgence, 

except upon their paying the whole of the respondents costs 

on the proceedings before the Council. 

z 4 
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1830. action between the parties ; and the cause, from the 
EiwHfKsTOMi g^^^t number of witnesses and exhibits produced on 
V. both sides, lasted twenty-two days. At the con* 
cbumd/ elusion the Court dismissed the action as against 
the East India Company, and gave the judgment 
and verdict against the appellants, which was ap- 
pealed against. In assessing the damages the Court 
declared they gave not only the value of the pro- 
perty at the time of the alleged conversion, but also 
compound interest at the rate of six per cent on it 
to the time of the final judgment The property in 
respect of which they intended to give the damages 
and interest appeared from the terms of the judg- 
ments delivered by the Chief Justice, Sir E. West, 
and the puisne Judge, Mr. Justice Chambers, to have 
been Narroba's private property, seized in his house, 
and the six bags of Venetians he afterwards gave up. 
Some difficulty, however, was found on ascertain- 
ing upon which of the items of the particulars of 
claim they were given, as the sum recovered upon 
the judgment much exceeded what it would have 
done, had the damages been assessed on that calcu- 
lation. The principal question below was, whether 
the treasure seized was Uie private property of Nar* 
roba, or whether it was public property which had 
been intrusted to his care by the Peishwa, and had 
been conveyed by him to Ryeghur, and brought 
fraudulently from thence, in breach of the c^itula* 
tion, to his house at Poonah,. This question de- 
pended upon a train of very complicated and, in 
many points, contradictory circumstantial evidence ; 
and other questions arose, as to whether particular 
parts of this evidence had or not been improperly 
admitted or rejected by the Court below, and 
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wbetlier interest ought to have been allowed in an Igso. 
action of this description ♦. All these questions ELPunwoKB 
were argued before the Privy Council ; but their v. 

Lordships gave no decision upon them, and the chumd. 
arguments are not therefore reported. 

The Solicitor-General, (Sir E.Sugden,) and Wight- 
matij for the appellants : — 

The first question will be, whether the Court 
below had jurisdiction, speaking generally, with 
reference to its charter; secondly, if it had juris- 
diction in that respect, whether it had jurisdiction 
in this case, with regard to the subject-matter ; and 
thirdly, whether the circumstances under which 
Narroba was placed had not taken away his right to 
apply to that Court 

There is no evidence on any part of the record to 
show that Poonah has ever been annexed to the go- 
vernment of Bombay, and consequendy no evidence 
that the Municipal Court there ever had jurisdiction 
over the matters in question. Although indeed 
we know as an historical fact, that Poonah has been 
annexed to that government, yet the annexation did 
not take place till a period much later than that of 
the transaction which gave rise to this action. It 
appears from the evidence, that at that time Poonah 
ipraa in an unsettled state. The proclamation of 
lAr. Elphinstone stated that an independent sove- 

* The Counsel for the Appellants relied on the general rule, 
tbat interest cannot be recovered in trover. The counsel for 
tlie Respondents cited, in support of the decision of the Court 
below the cases of In re Badger^ a Barn. & Aid. 6gi ; Fisher v. 
I^rwcCf 3 Burr. 1364; Mercer v. Jones^ 3 Camp. 477 ; and 
Vencata Runga P'dlay v. The East India Company^ 1st Strange*s 
iiotes> 179. 
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isso. reignQr ahcmid be proTided for tbe Raja of Saltara ; 
and even supposing that this proclamatioQ amounted 
to a convention between the British Government 
and the inhabitants of the conquered territories, (as 
it was improperly held to have been in tbe Court 
below,) it would not have been a breach of the 
terms offered by it, if Po<xiah bad been placed under 
the dominion of the Raja, and never formed part of 
the British territories. The truth is, that the coun- 
try at that time was in its passage to a settlement 
one way or other, but what that settlement was to 
be was undecided; and if this was its state, no 
action could be maintained in the Court at Bombay. 
Even, however, if the Court at Bombay could have 
had jurisdiction in common cases, it could not have 
had jurisdiction in a case of this desi^ription. 

Nothing vms said in the Proclamation of M r. 
Elphinstone about the establishment of the King's 
Courts of Justice. There must be some sort of 
tribunals of justice in every conquered country to 
arrange the immediate disputes of the people ; but 
from the evidence in this case it appears that Poonah 
was under military domini<Hi to a period much later 
than that in which these transactions took place. 
In fact, hostilities did not cease until the surrend^ 
of Amulnair in the latter end of the month of No- 
vember. Up to that time positive engagements were 
taking place ; there was an actual state of warfare ; 
and no civil rule could be said to have existed to 
give any person the rights of a subject, or to relieve 
faim from military dominion. The proclamation only 
contemplated a state of this kind. The Wuttundars 
and holders of land who remained with Bajee Row 
were there threatened to be pursued without inter* 
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missioD, uottl they were entirely cruriied. All tssa 
persons who should attempt to lay waste the 
cottutry or plunder the roads were told by it, that 
they would be put to death wherever they might 
be found. Did these expressions mean that those 
persons should be brought to trial in a Municipal 
Court, or that they should be punished by the power 
of the sword ? It was impossible to say that there 
was any civil rule in the country beyond what must 
be necessary in all countries even in a state of 
warfare. During the whole time a military force 
was requisite to preserve order; and there can be no 
concurrent jurisdiction between the civil and military 
powers. Supposing that Poonah had actually been 
attacked, (and such an occurrence is cont^nplated 
in Captain Robertson s instructions) ; and suppose 
that the military force had found it necessary to 
resort to severe measures, and that many persons 
had lost their lives in consequence of them, if the 
ground taken by the Judges in the Court below can 
be maintaioed^it must necessarily follow that our owa 
M^dieis and adherents might have been brought to 
tmJ for their lives before these Ju<]^es as a Munici- 
pal Court for their conduct on such an occasion. 
No country can ever be thoroughly brought under 
subjection, if it is to be held, that, where there 
lias been a conquest, and no capitulation, the mere 
publication of a proclamation desiring the people 
to be quiet, and telling them what means would 
be resorted to if they were not so, so far reduces 
the country under the civil rule, that the army loses 
its control^ and the Municipal Courts acquire alto* 
getber jurisdiction, so that every action of the officers 
in tbe direction of military affairs is liable to their 
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1830. cognizance. This point was however taken for 
« * "" ' granted throughout ihe judgment of the Judges of 
V. the Court below. They assumed the proclamation 

to be a convention, that the peaceable inhabitants 
were taken under the protection of the conqueror, 
and became our subjects, and that consequently 
their power as a Municipal Court arose. Such a 
doctrine, if established, would tend to unnerve the 
arms of the soldier, and to render quite fruitless the 
conquest he had obtained. 

In support of this position the Judges in the 
Court below principally relied on the cases of 
Campbell v. Hall *, and Fabrigas v. Mostyn f, and 
on their authority they asserted that the country 
having been conquered by the British arms became 
a dominion of the King in the right of his Crown ; 
and that the conquered inhabitants once received 
into the conqueror s protection became his subjects, 
and were universally to be regarded in that light, 
and not as enemies and aliens. Both of these cases 
are distinguishable from the present. In Campbdl 
V. Hall an action was brought against the collector 
of customs at Grenada by a merchant resident there. 
Grenada had been surrendered to the British in 
1 762 by a formal capitulation, in which there were 
terms and articles on both sides, and in the treaty 
of peace in 1763 it was ceded to us by France. 
The act on account of which the action was in- 
stituted, was committed after the treaty, and when 
the island was as clearly therefore a part of His 
Majesty's empire as any of his foreign possessions 
could be. In Fabrigas v. Mostyn an action was 

• State Trials, vol. 93, p. 33^, and Cowper, 5105, 
t Cowper, 165. 
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brought for an act done in 1773, in the island of isso. 
Minorca, which had been ceded to the Crown of Ei,^^'^„g 
Great Britain in 1713 by the treaty of Utrecht, and ». 

had been therefore sixty years under His Majesty's chuhd. 
government, and during the whole of this time Courts 
of Just ice had been regularly held. The state of things 
therefore both in Grenada and Minorca, at the 
time the causes of action in both these cases arose, 
was very different to that at Poonah at the time of 
the seizure of this treasure, when the only ground 
for saying that it was under the protection of the 
British Government was the proclamation, and 
there had been no capitulation, and no annexa- 
tion of the country to our dominion by a treaty 
of peace. 

But assuming that the proclamation amounted to 
a convention between the British Government and 
the people of Poonah, Narroba cannot be held to be 
entitled to the benefit of it. There must be two 
parties to a convention ; there must be terms ten- 
dered by the one and accepted by the other. Can 
Narroba be said to have accepted the terms of this 
proclamation, when at the time it was issued, he had 
left Poonah, and continued for more than two 
months afterwards in arms against us. The treasure 
in question at least cannot be protected by the pro- 
clamation, for it appears not to have been in Nar- 
roba's house at the time the proclamation was issued, 
and if it had been, it would have been liable to 
seizure as the property of an enemy. 

But perhaps it may be contended, that although 
NTarroba was not at the time of its publication en- 
titled to the benefit of the proclamation, he after- 
guards became so by the capitulation of Ryeghur. 
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1830. The answer to such a prc^sition is, that he waa 
^ ' "" ' proved to have broken the terms of that capitula- 
V. tion, and therefore he was not entitled to the benetit 
^^^^ of it. At any rate, such was the decision of Colonel 
Prother, who sent him to Poonah a prisoner of war, 
and a Municipal Court has no power to dispute the 
judgment of a commanding officer on points of 
this description. The Colonel was responsible to 
Government for any misconduct, but not to a Court 
of Justice. Even if the Arab garrison had at* 
tempted to rescue their commander, and the Colonel 
had put them aU to the sword, he would not have 
been amenable for such an action to die jurisdictioa 
of the Supreme Court Questions respecting the 
infraction or observance of treaties never have before 
been agitated before courts of law, any more than 
questions respecting booty acquired in a continental 
land wart as was observed by Lord Mansfield in 
Lindo V. Rodney*. The construction of the ar- 
ticles of a capitulation, and the decision as to who 
are entitled to the benefit of it, and the manner in 
which it is to be carried into execution, belongs at 
the time to the conqueror. If he miscxmstrues or 
breaks the articles he commits a violation of the 
laws of nations, for which reparation must be given 
to the other side, or reprisals taken, but which can 
never be the ground of an action in a Municipal 
Court. Did such a jurisdiction exist, it would be 
found most inconvenient in practice ; but the fact of 
its never having been exercised in any court of law 
furnishes a very strong presumption against its 
ever having existed. There are no direct deci« 
sions on this point in the books, because the ques- 
•Douglas, 313. 
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tion never has arisen; but it lies on the other side is)o. 
to show why a jurisdiction which never has been 
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claimed before should now, for the first time, be v. 

exercised Btom:** 

But even if Narroba had been entitled to the be- 



nefit of the capitulation, the utmost, that the terms 
of it allowed him, was to go with his army and pro- 
perty wherever he chose. He might have gone and 
joined the Peishwa, who was then still in arms 
against us, or he might have put himself at the 
head of the thirty thousand of the military classes 
whom General Smith describes as dispersed about 
the country. There was nothing in the articles of 
capitulation to constitute him a British subject. It 
caimot be held that a man may at his own election 
make himself our subject, and entitle himself to all 
the privileges of that character, and that with the 
arms, which he had just used against us in his hands, 
he might take up his residence in any part of our 
country, he might think proper to choose. But even 
admitting this proposition, Narroba had no power 
of making such an election. He was sent to Poonah 
as a prisoner of war for a breach of the articles of 
capitulation, and remained there under military sur- 
veiliance, and a guard was placed over him, until 
the time of the seizure of the property in question, so 
that he neither had nor could have then acquired the 
rigffat of a British subject. He was an alien enemy, 
not entitled to the benefit of the proclamation, be- 
cause he had not complied with its terms ; not tn^ 
titled to the benefit of the capitulation, because he 
had been adjudged to have broken them by the only 
author ity, who was competent to judge of the ques- 
tion ; and not entitled to claim the protection of the 
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1S50. Britidi goverament ag an inhabitant of a conquered 
Goantry, because he inhabited that countiy not as 
a free agent, but under the control of the military 
force. For these reasons, therefore, e^fen if your 
Lordships are of opinion that the Court below had 
jurisdiction to try the cause, we submit that their 
Judgment ought to be reversed. 

J. WilUams (K. C), and Denman (K. C), for 
the Respondents, and with them were Stq^hen 
(Serjeant), Adams (Dr.), and Lewis. , 

Hie charter by which the Supreme Court at 
Bombay was constituted gave to it in express woids 
^^ Jurisdiction over all such persons as had been 
« theretofore described or distinguished by the ap 
'^ pellaftion of British subjects, and full [)ower .ted 
'^ authority to determine all suits and actions yAMt 
** soever against any such subjects arising in teiri*- 
'^ tories subject to or dependent upon, or which 
** thereafter should be subject to, or dependent upon, 
<< the government of Bombay, or within any of jdie 
** dominions of the native Princes of India in aliir 
<< anoe with the said government or against as^ 
'* person or persons who at the time when the cause 
*^ of action should have arisen should l^ave beem 
** employed by, or have been directly or indirectly 
*^ in ihe service of, the East India Company/' Botii 
Mrw ^Kphinstone and Captain Robertsen were in 
the service of the East India Company, and the 
jtMrisdiction of the Court to try an action to which 
they were made defendants, so £ur as regards ils 
ch0i4)er, cannot be disputed. 

It is said that the Supreme Court coiild.have no jo* 
risdiction in this particular case, or over any act done 
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b the Deccan in the year 1818, because the coantry" ism. 
was in a state of Var ; that martial law was the osly 
law that prevailed during that period, and that no 
dfil rde was established. To answer this, it is 
necessary to look at the nature of the war in the 
course of which that province was subdued. It was 
a war of conquest and annexation, and its sole and 
avowed object was to place the principality of the 
Peishwa under the dominion of the Bast India 
Company. The proclamation of Mr. Elphinstone 
early declared this to be the intention of our Govern- 
ment ; and from the moment that (Nroclamation was 
issued every part of the country, that was con** 
qtiered, became at the time of its conquest part and 
parcel of the dominions of the Crown of Eng- 
land. On the 16th of November 1817 the Peishwa 
fled from his capital, and it was taken possession of 
by u8, and has ever since remained in our posr 
session, which is the best answer that can be given 
to the argument, that it might have been transr 
ferred to the Raja of Sattara. If indeed it is 
not to be held to have been annexed to our terri-* 
tories by its conquest, and by Mr. Elphinstone's 
proclamation, can it be held to have been annexed to 
them at all, for no additional act has ever b»n exe- 
cuted to transfer it to our dominions ? The procla- 
matioa w^as most justly held by the. Court below, to 
have amounted to a convention. It was a convention 
between the British (iovemment on the one side, and 
those inhabitants of the con(]uered territory on the 
other aide who might think tit to come in and claim 
the protection it offered to their persons and pror 
perty. If King William the 3d, at the time of the 
Revolution^ after he bad come over to England 

A A 
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1830. b<^ refuBed to d^ide by the terms of the prodamt- 
tion he had published in Holland^ if he had said, 
there are two or three forts still holding ont in the 
Highlands ; there are forces still in arms against 
me ; my proclamation is no agreement, it is all on 
one side ; there is nothing in it that can oblige aoie to 
give a free government to England until the whole 
realm is subdued ; what would have been thought of 
ills argument or his integrity? We are not indeed 
ieft entirely to our imaginations to eanjectuse what 
opinion would have been formed of Uiem at that 
90thJan.i692. time; for we well know, that when Bishop Bunifit 
maintained in a pastoral letter, that he had gained 
the throne by right of conquest, and was not bond 
by his proclamation, the consequoice was, that his 
letter was ordered l^ the Hoase of GommKXis to be 
publicly consigned to the flames by a not very dig>- 
iiified personage. Such was the manner in whidi 
Bariiament received sach an argument in tbose days; 
and we consider that it is not entitled to any more 
vespeot in the present In the ordinary transactiOBs 
of common .life, if a man prodaims in the nefw&* 
papers^ that he intends selling his estate apon par- 
tickikr conditions, and afterwards he attempts to 
-evsfda 4[he performance of these conditions, we know 
that the Court of Chancery will enforce them ; be- 
cause, as we are told in Sngden's Treatise 'on Vefr- 
idors and Purchasers*, an advertisement in the 
tewspapers is held to be a contract with all the 
worldi 

But then it is said, that the coantry wms unset- 
tled, or in a state of passage from one settlement 

« Cap. 1, s. 4. 
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to another. Such a state is unknown in our laws. issa 

A country must either be in a state of war or a „ * """^ 

state of peace, althoogh it is sometimes difficult to v. 

define the actual boundaries between them. The ^a^^." 

distinction between the day and the night i8 perfectly 

iBtelligible, but who can ascertain the exact point 

where the one ends and the other begins. At the 

time however of the seizure of the treasure in July, 

Poenah had remained in the undisputed possession 

of the English since the time of its occupation by 

General Smith in the preceding November; the 

Pejshwa bad suirendered in June; all regular war 

was completely at an end ; the only warfare, thai; 

ooDtmued, was irregular and transitory, and nothing 

remained to be conquered but a few detached forts, 

aU of wJM^h were at the distance of more than lao 

mijes from Poonah, axid appear to have been held 

OHt hy refractory Arab garrisons against the will of 

their Gosasnanders. It cannot therefore be disputed 

th«t in point of fact at least Poonah was perfectly 

Mibdiied and tranquil, and consequently in a state of 

peace : 9xA we are furnished by our text- writers with 

aB<eaay criterion, to judge whether it was not so in 

point of law also. Lord Hale* records one of the 

DMoluticais of the Judges in the Earl of Lancaster s 

case to have been, that *^ whenever the Kings 

courts are open it is time of peace in jiK^mentof 

law ;" and Lord Coke in his Commentary on Littleton 

eays f, '^ Tempua pacis est, quando Cancellaria, et 

" alias curiae regis sunt apertas, quibus lex fiebat cui- 

^' 4n]iK|u^'prout fieri consuevitf and he goes on; *^and 

^ Pleas of ihe Crown, part ut, c. q6, p. 344? 
t Co. Litt. 249 b. 

A A 2 
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1830- " therefore, when the courts of justice lie open, and 
the judges and ministers of the same may by law 
'».'"" ** protect men from wrong and violence, and distri- 
^•HVKD^ ** bute justice to all, it is said to be time of peace. So 
** when by invasion, insurrection, rebellion, or sack 
** like, the peaceable course of justice is disturbed 
'^ and stopped, so as the courts of justice be as it 
" were shut up, et silent leges inter arma, then it is 
" said to be time of war.** So that where thene « 
a doubt as to the actual position of afiairs m a 
country, and it is shown that the King's Courts are 
open, that country must be held in law to be in a state 
of peace. At Poonah the Courts had been open since 
February 1818; and therefore it must be held tb 
have been in a state of peace at the time ^ the 
sieizure of this treasure, especially as during* the 
whole of the intermediate time no actual conflict had 
ever taken place in it. An opposite holding Would 
indeed lead to this conclusion, that no action cxKild 
have been brought in any Court, an argument whidi 
could not very well be maintained by the defendant. 
Captain Robertson, who himself presided at the 
Court of Adawlut during the period in question. 
Wherever the country is so far settled that protec- 
tion is afforded to life and to property, the man who 
acts illegally under colour of military authority is 
amenable to the laws, and must answer for bis- con- 
duct in a court of justice. 

There was nothing in the character of either of the 
defendants to render them irresponsible. In Fabrigitt 
v. Mostyn^ and Campbell v. Hall, governors were 
held liable for acts they had done without legal 
authority. A commissioner is at most only equal 
to a governor ; perhaps his office is rather inferior ; 
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at any rate he cannot pretend to a greater degree of isso. 
irresponsibility. Captain Robertson, as an inferior elphinstonb 
officer to the commissioner, has still less claims to v. 
be exempted from the general rule. It does not cnvnv. 
^gnify for what period countries have been con« 
quered and placed under the protection of the 
British throne; it is enough that they have been 
and remain so ; and the distinction which has been 
attempted between the cases of Poonah, and those 
of Grenada and Minorca, from the greater lapse of 
time, that the latter colonies had been in our posses- 
sionf cannot be supported* 

If however any objection is to be raised to the 
jurisdiction of the Court at Bombay in this instance, 
jl^c^ipanot be done without giving another jurisdiction, 
Uf which the complaining party may apply. Upon 
t^is ^Qint^ the first decision took place in the Nabob 
ijf the Camatic v. The Ea^t India Company *, and 
the question was completely set at rest by the case 
of The King v. Johnstone t, where, after a very con^ 
siderable argument, it was decided, that to establish 
a plea to the jurisdiction of any Court it is necessary 
for you to show that some other, and what, Courts 
has jurisdiction over the matter in dispute. 
. But then it is said, that admitting the Court be- 
low to have had jurisdiction, and that the country 
was in a state of peace, Narroba was not entitled to 
claim the benefit of their jurisdiction, because he 
wias an alien enemy, not entitled to the benefit of 
either the proclamation of Mr* Elphinstone, the ca» 
pitulation with Colonel Prother, or the state of tran- 
quillity the country was in. The defence of aliea 

* 1st Veie/, juD. 37, i«6th East, 58^1^ 

A A 3 
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1830. enemy applies only to the time of aetion brought; 
* — ^ * and a plea of this nature is bad, if it does not 

Elphikstoke 1 1 . ./t. 1 • % » aL 

state the plaintiff to be so previous to and up to the 

^llllX. *»'^»? ^f ^^^ 8"^*- I' c^^ "^* ^® contended, that 
if Narroba had lived to the time of the institution of 
this action, that he would then have been an alien 
enemy ; and if he would not have been so then, the 
question would arise, when he ceased to be one. If 
indeed it is necessary that a treaty of peace shonld 
be signed before the inhabitants of a conquered 
country cease to be considered as aliens, and become 
entitled to the protection of the conqueror, neither 
he nor any of the other inhabitants of Poonah would 
either then or now have been entitled to sue in th* 
courts of Bombay. Captain Robertson might at 
this very time enter into the house of any Brahmin 
and seize all his property, and the injured man 
would be entitled to no redress, because no actual 
pacification has been concluded, and the country 
must still be held to be unsettled. Such a proposi* 
tion cannot however be maintained ; and after the 
proclamation of Mr. Elphinstone, and the Subse- 
quent reduction of the country to a state of tran- 
quillity, every one of its inhabitants had a right to 
claim the protection of the British Government. 
Narroba was not excluded from the terms of the 
proclamation. Wuttundarj, and holders of hereditary 
land who should continue in arms two months after 
its date alone were excepted from its benefit. Mo 
evidence is produced by the other side to show that 
he fell within the excepted class. Had he done so 
he would have become again entitled to diose l>e^ 
nefits by his capitulation with Colonel Prother. By 
that he was allowed to retire with his property to 
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whatever place he chose. No doubt the knowledge laso* 
of the protection offered by the proclamatioa to the ^ ^""""^ ' 
persons and property of those, who should come in v. 

and submit themselves, had considerable weight cbvhd^ 
in influencing him to surrender * the fortress, 
which appears to have been of great strength, 
and which Colonel Prother seems to have thought 
himself fortunate in gaining possession of before the 
commencement of the rainy season. His subsequent 
detention by the Colonel on a suspicion of having 
broken the articles of capitulation by secreting the 
public money, which we contend was unfounded, 
cannot make any difference in the case. The 
Colonel indeed, who was entitled to a share of the 
prize-money gained by the capture of the fortress^ 
and who increased that money by the seizure of 
Narroba's property, was very unfit to act as a judge 
whether the property belonged to the State, and was 
liable to seizure, or was private property, and pro« 
tected by the capitulation. Captain Robertson sub- 
sequently was an equally improper judge on the 
sanae subject, for he was entitled to five per cent, on 
all the property seized; for, as Lord Stowell has ob« 
served, in the case of the Two Friends*, " One of the 
" ^eat endsof the institution of civil society is to pre- 
'^ vent men from being judges in cases wherein they 
*^ are concerned,and to remit the decisions of adverse 
" interests to those who can have no interest in the 
*^ determination of any such cases." But it is said 
that Narroba was sent to Poonah as a prisoner of 
war. The only evidence of this is the statement 
of his executor Ameerchunds memorial, who of 

* i8t Robinson, 282. 
A A 4 
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i#30. course could only speak tram the information ^ 
El^uwone ^^^ I* appears however from Colonel Prother's 
9. own letter that he went voluntarily there, for tiie 
cuirnsK Colonel does not know whether he had gone or not, 
which could not be the case if he had sent biin 
under a guard. Having thus gone there, he resided 
peaceably in his own house until the time of the 
seizure ; and whether or not a peon was in conse- 
quence of the suspicions, that were entertained, set 
to watch, if any treasure was sent to him, is of 
very little importance. He was entitled to the pro- 
tection of the British Government ; and the conduct 
of tlie civil magistrate in imprisoning him, and seizing 
his property for a supposed breach of a military 
capitulation was unjustifiable. 

The treasure in respect of which this judgment 
was given was Narroba's own. Supposing bow* 
ever that it belonged to the Peishwa; supposing 
the evidence to be true that has been adduced on 
the other side, that a large quantity of treasure had 
been conveyed out of the fortress previously to the 
capitulation, and since that time had been brought 
to Narroba's house at Poonah, still Narroba woidd 
have had a sufficient special property in that treasure 
to. have maintained an action of trover against any 
wrong-doer who should take possession of it " To 
" give the conqueror a right of propriety, that will 
" ,hold good against the conquered," says Pufiea* 
dorf *, " there must of necessity be a pacificaticm 
" and agreement between both the parties, othnr- 
'* wise the right is supposed to continue in the old 
" proprietor, and whenever he is strong enough be 
" may justly struggle to recover it" Now here the 
•Book 8,c. 6, g. 3o, 
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profxpiety of the treasure had never beea acquired i$5o, 
by ihe British troops during the war. The Peishwa „ ^^ ""^^ 

11 1 1 «. -r m* 1 1 • El'W'WSTOirB 

had surrendered to Sir J. Malcolm upon terms m «. 
the preceding month, although what those terms cbvvd^ 
were does not appear in the evidence in this cause, 
and the propriety of the treasure remained in him, 
and Narroba, as his agent, had a right to maintain 
possession of it against the appellant. At any rate, 
as the mere possessor of it, he had a right to main* 
tain his possession of it against all the world eitcept ' 
the actual proprietor, as was held in the case*of the 
chimney-'sweeper who found a jewel ; and neither of 
the appellants had any claim to that character. 
Admitting therefore the case on the opposite side 
to be true, though it is, as we contend, contraty to the 
weight of evidence, the judgment of the Court below 
roost be sustained. 

The Attoun£y-Genehal, (Sir J. Scarlett,) in 
reply : — 

When the success of a commander of an army 
enables him to take military occupation of a coon- 
try^ he may either deliver it up to the ravages of 
bis soldiery, if he is cruelly disposed, or tnay 
place commissioners in it to preserve tranquillity, 
till 6naX arrangements are made respecting it; 
and in the latter case it is very advisable to allow 
ikke usual courts of justice, that existed in the country 
before the invasion, to continue their jurisdiction 
upon such subjects as the commissioners may not 
tbink proper to reserve for the consideration of the 
commander; but this does not deprive that com- 
mander of his power, or free the country from mili- 
tary government In the present case, when the 
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i«50. Peisli wa had been driven away from Poonah, although 
that city was taken possession of by the British 



Elfhinstoms 






1). forces, other places still remained under his dominion* 
and it was the object therefore of the British com- 
mander to cover by a military force the greatest extent 
of country he could, and to induce the inhabitants^ 
to submit to the British arms; for this purpose, 
Lord Hastings, who was the general-in-chief of the 
army, as well as vested with the supreme govern* 
ment of India, appointed Mr. Elphinstone a com* 
missioner for the provisional administration of the 
country during the time that it was occupied by His 
Majesty *s forces. The country was under a mili- 
tary occupation in every sense of the word during 
the continuance of Mr. Elphinstone's commission, 
notwithstanding the existence of the ancient tribunals 
of justice for certain purposes, and the Municipal 
Courts at Bombay ought not therefore to have enter- 
tained any suit of this kind. If it had been the 
policy of the British Government to have accepted 
the submission of Bajee Row, and to have rq>laced 
him on his throne, upon his making such sacrifices 
of treasure, or such a cession of dominion, as they 
might have thought fit to have exacted, could it 
have been contended, that what was done in the 
interval by the commissioner in the execution of 
the orders of Lord Hastings, or in the exercise of 
his discretion, would have been the subject of juris*- 
diction in the Civil Court at Bombay ? Had Mr. 
Elphinstone in pursuance of instructions from the 
governor-general seized Gokla, or any other chief 
who was adhering to the Peishwa, can it be held 
that that chief could have brought an action against 
him for assault and imprisonment? And yet such con« 
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elusions appear inevitable from the premises on 'the i^^: 
other side. ^ ' ^^ 

Captain Robertson was appointed by Mr. Eiphin- ». 

stone to this provisional government of Poonah rtCMD!* 
nntil the war was ended. His instructions told him 
that the first consideration was " To deprive thie 
*• enemy of his resonrces, and in this and all other 
'* points every thing must for the time be mad^e snb- 
•* servient to the conduct of the war." Now money 
forms the sinews of war ; and Captain Robertson 
therrfore, if he had reason to suspect that any per- 
son resident in Poonah was in possession of treasure, 
and meant to use or dispose of it for the benefit t>f 
the Peishwa, had distinct authority by this order to 
have adopted such measures as would have pte^ 
vented the money having been thus made use of; 
According to the argument on the other side, how- 
ever, he could not, with a view to that object, have 
seized any treasure without exposing himself to an 
action. I however beg leave to say, that even if 
he had been mistaketi in his suspicions he would not 
have been liable to any action in any Court, either 
in India or in England. It is upon this letter of in^ 
structions that the other side rely, as showing that 
the country was in a state of peace, and that Cap-* 
tain Robertson was in the civil administration of it, 
and therefore responsible to the Court of Justice in 
Bombay. There are parts of it however which 
show that he was vested with a military authority : 
•• When a village has once submitted, any practices 
'^ in favour of the enemy must be punished as acts 
^' of rebellion, by martial law. The commanding 
^ officer at Poonah will be directed to assemble a 
** court-martial for the trial of such persons as you 
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>8S0. '^ may briDg before it, and to inflict capital punish- 
^^ roent immediately on conviction. The same course 
^^ must be adopted with regard to persons in Poonah 
'^ who shall conspire against our government, and 
** likewise with all banditti who may assemble in 
^' the neighbourhood of the capitaL" Can it be said, 
that peace was established in this place, when the 
person intrusted with the administration of it was 
authorized to assemble, at his discretion, acourt* 
martial, and try persons by martial law? *' No 
^^ .European soldiers are to be p^mitted to enter 
^' the city on any account" Now assuming Poonab 
ta have been a part of the British territories in a 
estate of peace, and in no respect subject to martial 
law, but governed either by the laws of the couqtry, 
authorised by His Majesty, or the laws of Grent 
Britain, so far as they applied, there is no doubt that 
Oaptain Robertson could not have prevented officers 
from entering the town, and would have been liable 
to an action of trespass for attempting to do so ; but 
such a supposition cannot be maintained. Your 
Lordships cannot doubt that Captain Robertson was 
a military officer, acting over military officers, and 
whether he acted rightly or wrongly must be deter- 
mined by his own superiors, and cannot be de- 
termined in a civil court Bajee Row's proper^ 
was by these instructions directed to be made over 
to the prize-agent, and yet it is for the very act of 
taking possession of his property that Captain Ro- 
bertsoga is made defendant with the government of 
the country in a civil action* Gokla's and Trina^ 
buckjee's property was also to be considered as prise, 
and yet, according to the argument on the other 
side, if Captain Robertson had taken their property 
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in a house at Poonah he was liable to an aetion in isso. 
the Court of Bombay : Mr. Elphinstone who gave blfbihwohb 
the order was liable, and the East India Company •• 
was also liable, because it was by their officers that ckqhd. 
the order was given. So that the government of 
a country, which employs a general to carry on a 
war, is to become liable afterwards in its own Court 
of Justice for taking the property of its enemies 
which had been confiscatecl, because they had re- 
fused to submit; and if His Majesty was unfor- 
tunately to engage in another war, and to obtain 
possession of an island belonging to the enemy by 
force of arms, and directions were sent from home 
that the laws of the country should be preserved 
and all property respected, with the exception of 
thclt of certain individuals, who had taken an active 
part in the hostilities, and to whom His Majesty 
did not think fit to extend the privilege of subjects, 
the authorities who executed that order would be 
liable to have an action brought against them in the 
Court of King's Bench for having obeyed it. 

The proclamation of Mr. Elphinstone was a pro- 
clamation by a military commander, to induce the 
inhabitants of the country invaded to submit to his 
authority. No doubt the terms of that proclamation 
were kept, but the breach of them could never 
have been the subject of inquiry in a civil courts 
although it might have been the subject of a 
remonstrance by petition to the Government. Pro* 
elamations are always issued on such occasiona. 
We have had an instance of one issued lately in the 
regency of Algiers. Can it however be said, that 
if any Moor or Bedouin had come in and sub- 
mitted, and had afterwards been refused the-protec- 
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iftso* tion promised him under the terms of that procla- 

' ' ' matiQiit he could, after the conquegt of the territory 

V. and the occupation of the town, have brought aaac- 

^«v1m>!^ tion in the French courts against General Bournaoat 

for a violation of the proclamation. It is clear that 

a general must be tried by another tribunal. The 

Government alone has the power to determine ivhe* 

tber he lias acted rightly or wrcmgly. 

NaiYoba however could claim no benefit of the 
terma of Mr. Elphinstoiie's proclaaiation. Wuttua- 
daxs and other holders of land are required by it to 
<(uit the standard of Bajee Row and return to thw 
villages within two mool^ from its date. It ap^ 
pears, from Narroba's own will (which ia inevideBoe 
in &e cause), and by which he devises land, thm 
he was a holder of land* It is equally dear that 
he adhered to the Peishwa; because, after ibefsth 
clamation he was in command of the fort of flye^ 
gh«r> and opposed the besieging army. So that he 
is not only in terms excluded from claiming th^ 
beitefit of this proclamation, bttt he was told by ll 
thitt he would he pursued without refliissioa. until 
ha should be crushed* Supposing even, that this 
proclamation had the force of a convention to thaw 
who aabmitted under it, by the same rule, and by 
the same spirit of interpretation, did it not eaoecpt 
those, who did not submit and take the benefit of it*? 
Waa not Narroba, who was in arms after tiie pMk 
okmatioD, and did not submit within tlie time men- 
tioned in it, as distinctly accepted in teroas from 
claiming the benefit of it, as if he had been named 
in it. But if Captain Robertson and Mr. Elphin- 
stone, acting under a suspicion that turned out tabe 
unfounded, had entered Narroba's house and taken 
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every farthing of his property, under the terms by j^^^ 
which Mr. E^phinstone held his government, and ^Ji^^j^^^ 
Captain Robertson his authority, no action could «. 

have been mamtained by Narroba either against cbum. 
one or the other of them. It is unnecessary to re* 
fer to any decisions upon the law of £ngland, or 
any modem jurists, to illustrate the position, that in 
a state resulting from a state of war, if property is 
seized under an erroneous supposition that it belongs 
to the enemy, it may be liberated by the proper aut^o«> 
rity, but no action can be maintained agatx^t the 
{>arty, who has taken it in a court of law. If aa 
English naval commander seizes property as ene- 
mies property, that turns out clearly to be Britisk 
furoperty, he forfeits his prize in the Court of Adu 
mitalfy, and that Court awards the return of it to the 
party from whom it was taken ; but the case of Le 
Caux V. Eden* J decides the question that no Britiidi 
subject can maintain an action s^^nst the captor. 
The Court of Admiralty is the proper tribunal for 
the trial of questions of prize or no prize, .and it 
esercises this jurisdiction as a Court of Prke, under 
a CDOMiissiont from His Majesty ; and if it makes 
an. unsatisfactory determination the appeal lies to 
His J4ajesty in Council, for the King reserves the 
ultinaie ri^t to decide on such questions by kk 
own authority, and does not commit their deteor- 
.minpition to any Municipal Court of justice. No# 
booty taken under the colour of military authoriigr 
£bJ1s under: the same rale. If property is taken by 



^ Douglas, 573. 

-f For the form of cfne of these commissions, and generally on 
this sabject, see ex parte Lywkj ist Maddock, 18. 
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iBsa ^n officer under the supposition that it is the pro- 
E Ni tTOKB P^^*y ^^ ^ hostile state, or of individuals, which 
V. ought to be confiscated, no Municipal Court can 
OHVMD. j^dgc of the propriety or impropriety of the seizure ; 
it can be judged of only by an authority delegated 
by His Majesty and by liis Majesty ultimately, as- 
sisted by your Lordships as his Council. There are 
no direct decisions upon such questions, because, 
as was stated by Lord Mansfield in Lindo v. Rod- 
ney\ they are cases of rare occurrence* 

We have Colonel Prother's letter, who conducted 
the siege of the fortress of Ryeghur, written imme- 
diately after the capitulation, in which he states 
that Narroba had conveyed away property in fraud 
of the treaty, and that he suspects Narroba to have 
in his possession a great deal of public property. 
There are two orders given to Colonel Pro&er, and 
afterwards to Captain Robertson, by the Govern- 
ment, that Narroba is to be seized wherever he is 
found, as he has been guilty of a violation of the 
treaty. But even suppose that Colonel Prother had 
most clearly broken the terms of the capitiilatioh, and 
had thought fit, upon ^ some unfounded suspicion 
of his own, to seize and imprison Narroba. Could 
any English lawyer maintain that at the conclusion 
of the war Narroba could bring an action in con- 
sequence against the Colonel, if he could prove 
that, he had not been guilty of anything that took 
him out of the treaty, and that by the laws of war 
he was entitled to the benefit of it r It is clear that 
a complaint to the Superior Government would have 
been the only means of obtaining redress for any 

• Douglas, 592. 
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wrong he might have been guilty of. In what a isso. 
situation would an officer be placed who signed a EiPtfrirsT^bKE 
capitulation, for he must be the judge at the moment^ --^'♦i" . ^ 
whether individuals are entitled to the benefit of it^ mwnBi^ 
and it would be impossible to limit him in the exercise 
of his authority; and yet if he suspected that half the 
garrison were combining against him, and destroyed 
it for his own security, according to the argument 
on the other side he would be liable to be tried for 
murder. 

It is clear, however, without resorting to the parol 
evidence given on the trial, that Narroba had cour 
cealed the property of the Peishwa. One of the 
accounts rendered by Bedreechund himself, as pne 
of the particulars for which he instituted the action, 
IS ^intitled, '' The Honourable English East India 
" Company^ the honourable Mr. Elphinstone, and 
" Captain H. D, Robertson, debtors to Amerchund 
" Bedreechund, executor of Narroo Govind Outia, 
** deceased, July i8th, 1818, to the following pri* 
V vate property of Bajee Row, intrusted to Narroo 
'f Govind Outia, and seized by Captain H. D. Ro- 
" bertson at Poonah," and then the amount is given 
of gold mohurs and Venetians. Thus the very pro- 
perty it was the object of the military commander 
to confiscate and hand over to the prize-agent is 
admitted by the plaintiff who brings this action to 
lutve been in the possession of Narroba at Poonah. 
Was not Captain Robertson suflSciently justified by, 
the terms of his appointment, the terms of the pro-, 
clamation, and the whole tenor of the authority under 
which he and Mr. Elphinstone exercised their con- 
trol in seizing this property ? Is it not a matter of 
indifference whether or not any of Narroba's pro- 

B B 
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1830. perty was included in the seizure? Any man who 
Elpbinstoks adhered to the Peishwa after the publication of the 
_ V proclamation was in terms excepted from all those 

cBuno. advantages, that the conquering party was disposed 
to give to those, who submitted, but from which 
those, who adhered to the enemy were debarred ; 
and can it be disputed that the concealing of his 
property is an adherence to the enemy? If Captain 
Robertson had acted only on a suspicion that 
turned out to be unfounded, acting under the 
authority he possessed, he would not have been 
answerable to the Municipal Court of Bombay, or 
to any other Municipal Court, but only to Govern- 
ment; but by the admission of the party himself 
it is evident that Narroba had concealed property of 
the Peishwa ; by so doing he forfeited all rights to 
claim the benefit of the proclamation, the capitula- 
tion, or the instructions given by Mr. Elphinstone 
with regard to the property of those persons, who 
submitted to the Government, when our army took 
possession of the territory. This plaintiff there- 
fore cannot stand entitled to the judgment he has 
obtained. The Court below had no jurisdiction in 
this case, and if they had a jurisdiction they ought 
to have decided contrary to what they have done, 
for the property seized was the property of Bajee 
Row ; and even if some of Narroba's own personal 
property was mixed with it he had forfeited it by 
adhering to the enemy, and had no right to main- 
tain an action in respect of it: 

Lord Tenterden : — 
We think the proper character of the transaction 
was that of hostile seizure made, if not flagrante,' 
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yet nondum cessante bello, regard being had both to 1830. 
the time, the placQ. and the person, and conse- „ ' ^ ' 



quently that the Municipal Court had no jurisdiction v. 

to adjudge upon the subject ; but that, if any thing ^q^vvI 
was done amiss, recourse could only be had to 
the Government for redress. We shall therefore 
recommend it to His Majesty to reverse the 
judgment 
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ON APPEAL FROM LOWER CANADA. 

James Rogerson, and others AppcUmUs. 
» I ^ix ^A And 

July 10, t4, 

J^^ Isaac Gorrie Reid - - - Respondent. 

houMstNew. The respondent, on the 3d of July 1826, com- 
^^Ht'ouc^ menced an action of re-vindication* against the 
bectoconiract apDcIlant fof the recovery of some anchors and 

for the build- ^^ , ^ , -i .i_ _.. i 

ing of a ship, rigging ; and on the same day the articles were 
(dirNewJ''^' seized by the sheriff under a writ of attachment 
House), would {entkrcement^ ovsaisiede re-'cendication), sued out by 
riggiDg. The thc respondent* The appellant appeared to the 
SueHntoa"** actiou, and put in a defence d fonds en JkU, which 
ointraccwith is in the nature of our general issue. The fiucts 
baiidere ac- which virere proved by the evidence, and were un- 
Net^fi'oSr disputed by either party were as follows: 
then direct It ig usual for British merchants to give orders 

spondent at fo^ building of ships to merchants resident at 
8en?out\he Canada, as agents on commission ; and in such 
rigging; hedoes cases the common course is for the Canadian mer- 
ing been acta- chaut to contract with the actual builder to advance 

ally delivered ^ 

to the Quelle • The form of declaration in re-vindication, as used in the 

that the pro-' courts of Lower Canada, closely resembles that of our own 

perty in it was declaration in trover, except that it concludes with praying for 

vested in the ^^ benefit of a writ of entiercement, or saisie arret. Under 
Newry House, , . . . . ,.,,,.,, . . .«. , 

and that the mia writ the goods are liable to be seued by the shen^ and 

Quebec House kept in his custody by way of deposit until the trial. For the 

retain it^ ^ *° general nature and effects of this action see Potier Traite de la 

against the Propriete, partie 2*^ 

Liverpool con 

respondent, on account of their Hen on it for advances made to the builders, 

anci payment of Custom-house expenses, although previously to the deliveiy 

thev had obtained an assignment of the ship to themselves from the builders, 

and had registered it in the name of one of the partners in their house. 
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him the requisite monies, according to the terms of 1830. 
contracting for materials and work in the colony, and 
to draw from time to time for such advances on the 
British merchant, and for the British . merchant to 
send out to the Canadian merchant the necessary 
rigging for the ship, and also a master to superin- 
tend the building of it, and navigate it to Europe. 

Messrs. Henry & Reid, who were merchants resi- 
dent at Newry in Ireland, by a letter dated the 
23d of August 1825, directed the appellants, who 
were merchants resident at Quebec, " to contract for 
the building of a vessel of certain dimensions therein 
moitioned, to be called the Ocean, to be complete 
in cabin, and every other thing except the rigging ; 
and they desired to be advised in good time of the 
appellants having made the contract, so as to be 
ablle to send out the rigging ; and they agreed to 
allow the appellants two and a half per cent, com- 
mission for their trouble. Captain Maxwell was to 
have the command." llie appellants contracted with 
some ship-builders at Quebec for the building a 
vessel according to this order, and on the ' 26th of 
April in the following year, when it was partly 
built, they took an assignment of it from the build- 
ers; they soon afterwards registered it in the names 
of a partner in a branch of their house established 
at Greenock. Captain Maxwell came to Quebec in 
the' spring of the same year, with a letter to the 
appellants from Messrs. Henry & Reid. This letter 
directed the appellants " to supply him with any 
money he might require for outfits, and to obtain the 
certificate of register, so that they (Messrs. H. & R.) 
tnight register her on her arrival in Europe." Max- 
well had in his way to Canada from Newiy stop* 
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] 850« ped at Liverpool, and had there taken the respondent, 
who was the Liverpool correspondent of Messrs^ 
Henry & Reid, to Messrs. Brown, Logan, & Co. 
and ordered the rigging in question in this sjctiom 
On his arrival Maxwell was employed in superin-* 
tending the building of the ship. The rigging ar« 
rived in Quebec on the 2ist of May* with an iilvoiccr 
made out in the name of the respondent, and a bill 
of lading, expressing that it had been shipped by 
the respondent^ and was to be delivered to *^ cap- 
** t^in Thomas Maxwell, ship Ocean, to be found 
" at Messrs. Rogerson, Hunter, & Co." (the appd^ 
laiits.) It was deposited in the appellants ware^ 
houses, und they paid the Custom-house duties and 
other charges on it In the June following they 
dismissed Maxwell from his situation as master of 
the ship, and aii account was then made out be- 
tween ^' The bark Ocean, and owners, and captain 
*^ Thomas Maxwell," in which Maxwell's wages and 
expenses from the time of his leaving Ireland, were 
balanced against the sums which had been advanced 
to him by the respondent, as the agent of Messrs. 
Henry & Reid at Liverpool, and by the appellants 
since his arrival at Quebec; but no mention was 
made of the money which they had paid for the 
duties and other charges on the rigging. The 
amount of the balance was paid by the appellants to 
Maxwell. In May i8a6 the home of Henry ft Reid 
stopped payment, the appellants at that time being 
in advance on their account in respect of the building 
of the ship. 

Thus far the facts of the case were undisputsed; 
but some difficulty arose on account of the evidenoe 
of Maxwell. He deposed, that on the arrival of the 
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I'jgging he ent^ed it at the Gustosi-house, and igdo. 
that it was landed under his direction ; 4hat he then 
removed some of it to a place called Molson'a Wharf, 
about three fourths of a mile distant, and went im- 
mediately about to procure store-room for the rest 
of it ; but that on his return he found that one of 
ike partners of the appellants house had removed 
the articles he had left : That the same partner after- 
wards borrowed a bower-chain, which he (Maxwell) 
had removed himself, under the pretence of lending 
it tg a vessel about to be launched; but instead 
of that, he carried it away and put it into the ap- 
pellants stores: That the respondent had desired 
those goods to be delivered to him (Maxwell), 
and had sent them out for the purpose of being em- 
ployed upon a vessel, provided they were paid for : 
That he (Maxwell) was agent for the respondent; 
whose letter of instructions to him (Maxwell) was, 
that he should hold the goods until he received 
aecurity for the payment for him, aqd that he bad 
given the appellants no permission whatever to take 
away the rigging, intending to keep it in gbedience 
to the respondent 8 letter of instructions : That on 
his producing, at the request of one of the partners 
in the appellant s house, the invoice and bill of lading, 
the partner retained them, and refused to return them, 
though asked repeatedly for them : That when he 
ordered the goods, the respondent, as well as Brown, 
Logan, & Co., understood from him, that the goods 
were intended for the vessel then building for 
Henry & Reid, and that the goods in question were 
g^iven by the house of Brown, Logan & Co, on the 
credit of the respondent, who was debited in their 
books for the amount. The appellants, in order to 
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ij»50^ iavalidate his evidence, proTed, by the captain of the 
vessel who brought out the riggings that Maxwell 
hnd given him to understand that it was intended 
for a ship building at Quebec ; by that of one of their 
own clerks, that Maxwell had, without making any 
dbjection, delivered up to him the invoice and bill 
of lading on his application to him for them, by the 
orders of the appellants, three weeks or a month after 
the settlement of the account ; and by that of a ship- 
builder of Quebec, that he had applied to Maxwell 
for an anchor which had been sent out for the Ocean, 
with a view of purchasing it; that Maxwdl told him 
that he should be glad to exchange it for a lighter 
one, but that he could not take upon himself to do 
so, and directed him to apply to the managing part- 
ner of the appellant's house, who he said was in 
charge of the anchor, it having been sent out for a 
vessel built by them, and that he (Maxwell) had no 
authority to dispose of the same. 

The Court of King's Bench, on the 20th of Feb. 
1828, gave judgment in favour of the respondent, with 
costs, and that decision was confirmed by the judg- 
ment of the Court of Appeals in the Province, on the 
30th of July in the same year, from which the present 
appeal was instituted. 

Spankie (Serjt.), and Stuart, for the Appel- 
lants : — 

The rigging, which is the subject of this action, 
was lawfully in possession of the appellants, as part 
of the outfit of the ship they were building for the 
house of Messrs. Henry & Reid at Newry. It had for 
that purpose been consigned by the respondent, who 
was the agent of the Newry House, and bad been 
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delivered over by Maxwell to the appellants ; it was isso. 
subject therefore to all the rights of lien, whteh 
bad accrued to the appellants, both on Account of 
their advances in respect of the ship, and of their 
paymeints of the duties and other charges on the 
rigging itself. Neither the appellants, nor Maxwelb 
'v^ere ever the agents of the respondent. Maxwell, 
indeed, after he had been dismissed from his 
situation as master by the appellants, bad pretended 
that he had been invested with that character ; but 
his story was contradicted in many points, unsup- 
ported in any, and altogether improbable. He pre. 
tended to have had a letter of instructions, which 
ought to have been produced, if it existed, at the 
time of the trial, or if it did not exist, some evidence 
ought to have been given as to what had become of 
it : neither of these courses however was adopted ; 
nor was a tittle of evidence offered to confirm his 
assertion, that he had acted as the agent of the re- 
spondent, or even to prove, that he had ever pretended 
to have been so till the failure of Henry & Read first 
suggested to the respondent this plan of getting pos- 
session of the articles in dispute. The iact of the 
appellants having, as the agents of the Newry House, 
paid the Custom-house duties upon them, clearly 
proves that they were not considered to have been 
consigned to Maxwell as the respondent's agent; 
and in the account which was made out upon his 
dismissal, although the appellants had then the 
rigging in their possession, he never attempted to 
charge them with it. Putting Maxwell's evidence 
out of the question therefore (as it must be), the 
respondent's case cannot be supported. The goods 
no doubt were delivered to Maxwell uncondition- 
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\sstL <kHj, and the case stands on the same principles aa 
that o£ Ogle v. Atkinson *, yfhere the decision was, 
that the anconditionai delivery of goods to the 
captain was an ancooditional delivery to the owner 
of the ship, and that the property therefore vested 
in him. According to these principles therefore 
the property, would have vested in the Newry House, 
from whom Maxwell held his appointment as cap-> 
tain, and whose agent he undoubtedly was. Admit- 
tingi however, Maxwell's evidence to be true, he 
no where says, that he told the appellants, that he was 
the agent of the respondent, or that he had a letter 
of instructions from him ; the same doctrine therefore 
applies ; and the appellants having obtained uncon* 
ditional possession of the goods, the property of 
tiiem vested in the Newry House, subject to the 
appellants lien. The respondent had lost all right 
as an unpaid vendor to stop the goods in transitu, 
because by the delivery to the agents of the Newry 
House the transilus was determined, and accordingto 
the English law he had no title to institute such an 
action. By the French law however (which pre- 
vails in Lower Canada), an unpaid vendor may in 
most cases follow his goods in the hands of the pur* 
chaser, but this is one of the cases which Potierf 
mentions expressly as exceptions from the general 
rule, when he says, that the posses$eur de bonne foij 
if he loses possession of the articles, may bring his 
action of re-vindication to recover them against the 
proprietor himself. Uninformed as the appellants 
were by Maxwell of his character as agent for the 
respondent, they must be considered as possesseurs 

• I8t Marsha]], 333. 

t Trait^ de la Propriety partie anda, c. 1, art. 295. 
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dt bonne fU. £ven: if they had lest tke possession cA isso^ 
tlie goods they might have lecovered them^ and 
h fortiori, not having; pfirted with that possesion; 
they were entitled to retain it. 

Pollock (K. C), and Pattison, for the Res- 
pondents : — 

The Courts below gave full credence to Ma^welFs 
evidence, and founded their decision upon it ; and 
your Lordships judgment in the late case of Sania^^ 
cana v. Ardevol * has established the principle, that 
it is the exclusive province of tliose Courts to decide 
whether evidence shall be believed, or not) and that 
their decision on that head shall not be questioned 
before you. — 

[ Master of the JRoUs. That decision never was 
meant to establish the doctrine that this Court could 
not examine the evidence of the res gestaJ] 

— Even if Maxwell's evidence was put out of the 
case the decision must be for the respondents ; 
the property must have been delivered to them (if 
there was a delivery) under the impression, that it 
was to be employed upon a ship belonging to the 
House at Newry. Now at the time of that delivery 
there was no ship belonging to the Newry House on 
which it could be employed. The appellants, in 
consequence no doubt of some intelligence they had 
received of the approaching insolvency of the Newry 
House, had, by means of an assignment from the 
builder, and a registry in the name of some of the 
members of their firm, made the Ocean their own. 
It was a gross fraud therefore for them to receive 
these articles for the use of a ship belonging to the 
♦ AntCf p. 1269, 
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18^0. Newry House, when they knew that at the time ol 
their arrival, that there was no ship bdonging to the 
Newry House in existence. It cannot even be ar* 

Reid. gued, that they took out the registry of the ship in 
their own names, in pursuance of the directions from 
that house to take out a registry. The registry in- 
tended by that house was merely an interim-registry, 
or certificate, until the ship arrived in Europe, under 
the 41st Geo. 4, s. 10, not an absolute registry such 
as the appellants had taken. The invoices of the 
goods were made out in the respondents name, and 
this circumstance furnishes convincing evidence, in- 
dependently of the testimony of Maxwell, that the 
property of them was his. Supposing this to be the 
case, he had full right, according to the English law, 
on hearing of the insolvency of the Newry House, to 
give orders to his agents to stop the goods in trail" 
sitUf Itese v. JVray^. The French law gave him 
further powers of preserving his property, for it allows 
the unpaid vendor to attach the goods in the hands 
of even a bond fide holder. The custom of Paris 
< states the law in these terms : '^ Qui vend aucune 
^' chose mobiliere sans jour, et sans terme espe- 
" rant 6tre paj6 promptement, il pent sa chose pour- 
" suivre en quelque lieu qu'elle soit transportee, 
" pour 6tre paye du prix qu'il I'a vendue;" and Po- 
tier's commentary upon this article, in his Treatise 
de la Propriety, is, " II resulte clairement de ces 
" termes, ' ilpeut sa chose poursuivre^* lorsque le 
" vendeur a vendu sans jour et sans terme, la chose 
" vendue non obstant la tradition qu'il en a ftLit, en 
" quelque lieu qu'elle ait iik transportee, en quelques 
^' mains qu elle ait pass^, demeure toujours sa chose 
• ad East, 93. 




BEFORE THE PRIVY COUNCIL. ^7 1 

^* jusqu'k ce qu'il ait ^t6 pay6" *. Another principle 1.530. 
of French law is, that the property of a thing does 
not pass by the mere delivery of it ; it is tilso requi- 
site, that he who delivers it should deliver it with 
the intention of passing the property ; he who ae* 
cepts it should accept it with the intention of taking 
the property. This is also stated by Potier in the 
same Treatise t, in these terms : *^ II faut que le ccm- 
^ sentement intervienne sur la personne, k qui Ton 
'^ veut transferer la propriete de la chose dont on 
'^ fait la tradition, si voulant me donner une chose 
'^ vous la donnez k mon homme d'affaires^ comptant 
^f la lui donner pour moi, et qu'il lait re^ue croyant 
'' la recevoir pour lui, cette tradition ne transferera 
^' la propriety de la chose ni a mon homme d'affaires, 
'^ k qui vous n avez pas voulu la donner, ni k moi, 
^' mon homme d'affaires ne I'ayant pas re^ue pour 
." moi, Si procuratori meo rem tradideris, ut meum 
^^ faceres, is hac mente acceperit, ut suam faceret 
." nihil agetur." Here the appellants received the 
articles with the intention of applying them to the 
sUse of their own ship ; they were delivered to them 
for the purpose of being used in the building of 
the ship of Henry & Read. The property in them 
would not therefore pass to the appellants, because 
there was not that consentment or mutual under* 
standing between the parties which the French 
law requires* In the passage that has been cited 
on the other jside from Potier, where he says, that if 
the agent sells contrary to the orders of the owner, 
the purchaser may re-vindicate the property from the 
owner, it is evidently pre-supposed that the pur- 

♦ Potier TVait6 de la Propriety, partie premiere, c. «d, aru 
349. 
t Ditto, partie premiere, c. sd, art. 333. 
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1S80. cbaser fihall bave paid the purchase-moDey. Now 
httt the appellants have sever paid any thing. Ac- 
<2ordiog to our own law, it is clear that goods which 
have been delivered by mistake can be recovered, 
Utt V. Cowley^ ; and no person can obtain a lien 
by a wrengfiil act, Gr^hs v. Hydcf. The action 
of re«vindication is indeed in plrinciple like our action 
of trover, which has been termed an equitable action 
by Lord Mansfield, in Fitxrag v* GwiUimX; a^ no- 
thing can be more mequitable^than that a man, should 
be allowed to retain goods, for which he has never 
paid, and which nesver would have come into his 
possession except either by fraud, or misrepresenta* 
-tion on hb part, or misconception or mistake on the 
,part of the agent from wbom he obtained them. 

Spmkk (Seijeant), in reply : — 

The appellants were clearly the agents of the 
Newry 'House, and the delivery of the goods was 
made to them in that character ; even if it had not 
been so, the respondent had lost his property in them 
by the delivery to Maxwell, who was also the agent 
of the Newry House. The sections that have been 
cited from Potier do not bear upon the question ; 
in the first quoted the delivery proceeded on a mis- 
take ; the parties were not agreed, and therefore there 
was no contract ; the second quotation only says, 
that when no time for payment is stipulated the pre- 
sent time is understood ; and thus when goods have 
been delivered on the understanding, that they are 
to be paid for by ready money, and no payment is 
made, the property of them remains in the vendor^ 
and he may recover them. The reason for such a 

• 7th Taunton, 169. f'Selwyn's Ni. Pri. MSS. 1388. 

X 1st T. R. 153. 
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rule is plainly, because it is a fraud upon the vendor ig^a 
if the purchaser retains them without paying for them 
according to his agreement Here, however, thegoods 
had been delivered to the persons to whom they had 
been intended ; and the reascm why no contract was 
entered into with them for the payment was because 
the contract for that purpose had of course .been 
entered into with the Newry House, and they were 
responsible for the payment. The case of Trewhelia 
V. JRowe* was very similar to the present. There* 
the owner of a ship had ordered stores of the plain- 
tiff ; he then sold the ship to the defendant The 
plaintiff delivered the stores on board the ship after 
its sale to the defendfmt, in pursuance of the orders* 
he had received from its former owner previously to 
its sale, and afterwards sued the defendant for the 
payment The Court of King's Bench unanimously 
held that the plaintiff had no claim against the 
defendant, because it was evident he must have fur- 
nished the goods on the credit of the former owner, 
and not of the defendant. Here it was clear that 
the respondent had furnished the goods to the ship 
on the credit of the Newry. House, and on that ac- 
count, in accordance with the principles established 
by the case of TrewheUa v. Rowe the respondents had 
no claim against the appellants. 

Master of the Rolls t : — 
In this case their Lordships are of opinion, upon 14th jpiy. 
the balance of evidence, that there was an actual 

* 11th East, 438. 

t The decision of this case was postponed on the first day's 
Iiearing, in order that their Lordships might obtain the assist* 
ance of Lord Tenderden, who was present at the second day's 
argument and the judgment. 
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1830. delivery to Messrs. Rogerson, Hunter, & Co., of 
Quebec, and consequently that tlie property did not 
belong to Mr. Isaac Corrie Reid. Their Lordships 
are not satisfied that Messrs. Rogerson, Hunter, 
Sc Co. had any fraudulent intention towards the 
Newry House in this transaction. The register 
taken out by them might have been a reasonable 
measure of security to prevent the ship being seized 
by the creditors of the Newry House, which it ap- 
pears at that time they suspected of embarrassment 
in its circumstances. The Quebec House did not 
cause the register to be taken in the names of the 
partners resident at Quebec, but in the name of 
a partner who resides at Greenock. Greenock is in 
the immediate neighbourhood of Newry, and the 
register might therefore have been taken in that 
name, with the view of affording facilities for an 
equitable arrangement with the House at Newry. 
Their Lordships are further of opinion, that even- if 
there was a question, whether or not there had been 
a delivery to the Quebec House, the delivery to 
captain Maxwell would have been a delivery to the 
Newry House, of which ^captain Maxwell was agenb 
so as to vest it in the Newry House. 

Two sections have been cited to us from the works 
of Potier as to the French law that prevails in Que- 
bec. In the first of these sections it is said *, " If 
" goods be delivered to my attorney for the purpose 
'' of being delivered to me, and he receives them 
" not as for me, but as his own property, the goods 
" do not in law pass to him." Now it is perfectly 
clear, from the Latin quotation, that the meaning of 
that section is, that if he by mistake receives them, 
• Potier, Traite de la Propriei6, part, premiere, c. 2, art. 233. 
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considering them to be delivered to him personally, isdb. 
and not to him as agent for me, it necessarily follows 
that a delivery by mistake passes no property. The 
Latin quotation is» '^ Si procuratori meo rem tradji- 
*^ deris, ut meam faceres, is h&c mente acceperit, ut 
" suam faceret, nihil agetur *." If he receives it aa 
hi$ own, believing it is intended for him, when in 
truth it is not intended for him, but for me, who am 
his principal, then no property passes, it is a mere 
delivery by mistake. The other section of the 
French law, which has been cited, is this; " Qui vend 
'^ aucune chose mobiliere sans jour, et s^ns terme, 
^' esperant £tre pay6 promptement, il pent sa chose 
'^ poursuivre en quelque lieu qu'elle soit transport^e 
*' pour fetre pay6 du prix qu il I'a vendue t-'' That 
is, that be, who has sold a thing without naming the 
day of payment, or fixing the time of payment, is to 
be understood as selling for ready money ; and if 
a contract be made for ready money, and the pur- 
chaser possesses himself of goods under that contract, 
be does not obtain the property in those goods, 
till he has made the payment according to that 
contract. 

This has no application to this case. Upon the 
ivbole therefore their Lordships are of opinion that 
the judgment below must be reversed. 

Judgment Reversed. 

* FRDd.41, tit. 1, 1. 37, s. 6. 

i" Potier Trtit^ de la Pf opriete, partie premiere, c. 2, art H^. 
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ON APPEAL FROM JERSEY. 

John Bec<iuet - - - Appellant^ 

And 

Philip Raoul Lemprii-ee,1 r ^^t>. 
and Francis Godfray -J ^ 

^*i83o/' The principal questions that were made in this 

' — ^^ case in the Court below related to the jurisdiction 

ship which^s of the seneschal of the manor of Rozel, and a dispute 

formed by between the lord and the appellant who was one of 

niMTiaee IS not *'* . i i 

disftoived by the tenants of the manor, whether certain lands were 
one oUhe" the freehold of the tenant held in soccage of the 
pardcs with- manor, or whether the soil of them belon&fed to the 

out issue, so • , , , lit . t 5 

that a husband, lord, and the tenant had only a right of common 

diedTcWidiesg ^^^^ them. Thcsc questious were also argued before 

cannot after- the Privy Couucil. Their Lordships however only 

Judge in a decided upon a preliminary objection which had 

her^ephew^s ^^^^ made to oue of the jurats in the Court below, 

*p*rty. and overruled there. This objection was that the 

jurat's first wife was aunt to the respondent Lem- 

pri^re, and therefore that he was incapacitated^ on 

iiccount of his relationship, to decide as a judge upon 

a cause to which the respondent was a party. It 

appeared that she had died some time previously, 

without ever having had any issue, and the jurat had 

since her death married two other wives, by whom 

he had had children. 

CampbeU (K. C), and Selwyn (K. C), for the 
Appellant, 
contended on this point that the Court was im- 
properly composed. The jurat who was objected to 
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was incompetent to act in that character in a cause 1330. 
in which his own relation was a party. The ancient JT"^' ' 

* IT ./ Becquet 

law of Normandy, which was the law of Jersey, clearly «. 

decided the question. The Grand Coutumier, in 
its 93d chapter on jurors, expressly laid down that 
'^ Cousins a Tune partie ni k Tautre ne doibuent pas 
" estre receux au serment;" and Rouill^, ia his 
Commentary upon it, says that *' Les parentez, et 
^' affins des parties, c est assavoir, qui leur appartien- 
" nent de ligne, et qui ont espoused aulcune de leur 
" parentez, ou contfe sont k ostre de la jur^e," The 
rule was expressed in the broadest terms, and no au- 
thority could be produced for an exception from it in 
this case ; it was analogous to that of our own law, 
which directs the sheriff in summoning a jury that 
they should be neither of kin to the aforesaid A. nor 
the aforesaid B. ; and our books of practice point 
out no difference as to this exception, whether the 
relationship arises from marriage or not. Could the 
jurat have married a sister of his first wife ? Could 
he have married a sister of the appellant ? * There 
was no doubt that he could not have done either on 
account of his relationship, and for the same rea- 
son he was incompetent to act as a judge in a cause 
where his nephew was a party. This objection had 
been made to the same jurat in the case of Froissard 
V. Dupree'^f in which he was excluded from the 
bench because he was a brother-in-law of one of the 
parties ; and even a few days previously to the trial 
of this case he had asked and obtained permission to 
be excused from judging in a case between the same 

* See Hill v. Good, Vaughan, 332 & 323, 
t Royal Court, December 4th, 1819. 
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1830. respondent * and Clement Richardson on account of 

BecqiX ^** relationship. If he was incompetent to act as 

V. a judgre, the sentence of the Court below was in fact 

for the appellant, the Court having been equally 

divided, and the decision having been determined by 

the casting vote of the bailiff f- 

• Richardson v. Lemprihre^ Royal Court, Norember «7Ui i8s8. 

f The Court Royal of Jeney was constituted by a charter of 
King John. It consists of twelve jurats, who are judges both 
of law and fact ; and a bailiff, who presides, collecu the opim- 
ons of the jurats, and pronounces sentence, but who has no 
deliberative voice, unless the opinions of the jurats are equally 
divided, when (as in the present case), hb vote decides the 
question. The bailiff, and three jurats at the least, must attend 
at what are called the ordinary, and the bailiff and two jurats at 
what are called the extraordinary Courts, Jersey Code^ pp. i6« 
and 163. All sentences, however, for immovable property, and 
for moveable property of the value of sixty livres Toumois may 
be re examined by the body of the Court, (corps de cour), 
which must be composed of seven jurats at the least, Jersey 
Code^ p. 167. The Royal Court, although always composed of 
the same persons, bears, according to the nature of the subjects 
on which it decides, and the days on which it sits, the several 
names of Cour d'Heritage, Cour de Catel, Cour du Billet, and 
Cour du Samedi. See Falle's History of Jersey, c. 4, on Civil 
Jurisdiction ; and the two ** Statements of the Mode uf pro- 
'' ceeding and going to Trial in the Royal Court at Jersey, ia 
*^ Cases civil, criminal, and mixed," which were prepared ia 
obedience to an order of the Privy Council of the sist of Julj 
1 789 ; one by James Heroery and James Dumaresq, esquires, 
who were deputies chosen by the states for that purpose ; and 
the other by Thomas Pipon and Thomas Durell, esquires, the 
King's procureur and advocate. They have been both printed 
and published in a small quarto volume. Some alterations ap- 
pear, however, to have been made in the practice of the Royal 
Court since the return of these reports. See Le QyesMc ▼. 
NkoUe, ante, p. 257. 
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Brougham (K, C.)> and Alderson, for the isso- 
Respondent. b^^t 

At the time of the hearing of this Cause in the 
Court below the jurat was not related to the respon- 
dent either by blood or marriage. He never was 
related at all by blood, and his connection by mar- 
riage was dissolved upon the death of his wife 
without issue. In Richardson v. Lemprihre the 
jurat s feelings of delicacy prompted him to request 
to be dispensed from giving judgment on a case 
where one of his own relations was a party; but 
there was an express decision of the Court that he 
was competent to act as a judge. Thus, in our own 
country, Mn Justice Lawrence refused to try a cause 
in which one of his relations was concerned ; but no 
one could argue from thence that he had not the 
power, as an English Judge, to have done so. In 
two other cases, however, in which the present re- 
spondent was a party, Le Scelkur v. Lmprihre\ and 
NicoUc V. MaUingley'\, this same jurat acted as a 
judge; and the decision of the Royal Court in 
Froissard v. DuprSe was reversed in appeal by this 
Board, and cannpt therefore be acted on as an 
authority. 

Campbell, in reply : — 
Nothing conduces more to the advancement of 
justice, especially in small communities, than that 
the Judges should not be influenced by considera 
tions of relationship. The connection of the jurat 
with the family of the respondent was indissoluble; 

* Royal Court, October loth, 1809. 
t Royal Court, May 19th, 1819. 

CC 3 
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1830. when once formed it never could be broken. The 
general rule, that relationship was a disqualiBcation, 
had been admitted indeed on the other side, and 
LsupRiERi. ^^y Y^^^ ^^^ Y^^^^ ^y^ ^^ produce any grounds for 

an exception in this case. In Le Scelleur v. Lem- 
priircy and Nicolle v. Mattingley, no objection ap- 
pears to have been taken to the jurat's competency 
to act as a judge. Had it been taken, it would 
doubtless have been successful. Although the judg- 
ment of the Court of Jersey, in Frmsard v. Duprie*^ 
was reversed by the Privy Council, their decision 
was founded on the general question, and not on the 
preliminary objection. 

Mast£r of the Rolls: — 

Theii* Lordships are of opinion that the decease 
pf the aunt vi;ould not dissolve the bonds of afiection 
which her husband might entertain towards her 
nephew. Suppose a case was to come on thie day 
after the death of the aunt, would the affection 
which bound him the day before not exist the day 
after ? It would be most difficult to draw such a 
distinction. The connections which are formed by 
marriage are not dissolved by the death of one of 
the parties, and therefore the judgment of the Court 
below must be reversed. 

* No cases oA this point appear id our own books. Both the 
ancient t and modern law I of France provide for an occurieaoe 
of this nature, by directing that if the wife dies without issue, 
neither the father, brother, or son-in-law, shall be judges. It 
would appear that her other relations might, in such an event, 
act in that capacity, although they could not have done so, if 
she had either lived, or left children. 

+ Ordcnnance clc'Avril 1667, til. 24, art. 4. 
J Code de Pi-ocecd. Civile, til. 2J, art. 378, 5. 3. 
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ON APPEAL FROxM JERSEY. 

Messrs. Bjshteam, Armstuono, & Co. appellants. 

And 
Hugh Godfray - - - Respondent. jgg^ 

The respondent, in the month of May 1824, pur- to s2u!nd***^" 
chased through the 2q)pellants house at Buenos l?"!^^^^^^^^ 
Ayres the sum of 5,500 dollars, in the Buenos funds should 
Ayres stock; on the. 14th of September 1824 he rcnt,^o^aE)ve 
wrote to them in these terms: ** Gentlemen, I t*»at pncf >" >• 

' a particular 

" transmit you enclosed my power of attorney, au* commission 
" thorizing you to receive the dividends on the an agent is^ 
" funds bought in my name on the 8th of May last, ^"^d to sell 

1 11 1 r 1 till whenthefunds 

<< a^ also to sell and transfer the same, should they reach 85; and 
" be 8tt 85 per cent or above that price, and in that nerarauthority 
** case you will remit me bills on London." ^» "ft for his 

__„ •' __ ... 1 . 1 1 11 employer, so 

The appellants replied to this by a letter dated that he may 
Buenoa Ayres, 20th September 1 824, in which they ^t^hrfinls 
acknowledged the receipt of the respondent's letter f^^owW reach a 

_ "^ , .: *, -.rr higher pnce 

and power of attorney, and proceeded to state, '* We than 85. 
" regret to say, that on the arrival of the packet howTthS'Sd 
" funds declined to 75Vo> from the very unfavourable accepted such 

...<« I'Ti ..^1 ^a commission, 

*' looks of our stock m London ; they are now at and bad not 
" 70*A. We do not despair nevertheless, as we ruids'i^ed* 

85, held there- 
fore in Equity, to have made the stock their own from that time, and 
ordered to account to their employer for the price of it, with interest; he^ 
in return, accounting to them tor the dividends he had subsequently re. 
ceived iu ignorance of the fkct of the funds having reached that price — 

Although the general role in the Privy Council is not to condemn the 
appellant to pay the respondent's costs, where the Judf^ment of the Court 
below is altered on appeal, vet where the appellant might have obtained 
tbe alteration in the Court below without appeal, which was made on 
appeal, and the general principle of the Judgment was affirmed, he was 
xirdered to pay the respondent s costs. 

C4 
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1830. ** expect that on the news of the prosperous state of 
" this country, and the expulsion of the Spaniards 
" from South America, they will take favour at 
" home. Should they again revive to your limits 
" will keen your order in view. In the mean time 
** we remain, &c.'' 

On the 7th and 8th of April 1825 the Buenos 
Ayres stock rose to 85, it remained at that price for 
those two days only, and immediately afterwards 
fell. The appellants House purchased during this 
time the sums of 6,100 dollars, 1,560 dollars, and 
2,000 dollars, for three of their other correspondents, 
but they did not sell the respondent's stock ; and he 
continued to receive his dividends on it, the last 
dividend he received being that due on the 4th of 
December 1 S26. The respondent learned the fact 
of the rise in the price by being shown accidentally 
some letters from the appellants to their other corres- 
pondents m Jersey, mentioning the circumstance; 
one of these letters went on to say, " and we expect 
^' to see them much higher." There was some slight 
difference in the evidence as to the time that elapsed 
after this information had been first given before the 
action was brought. 

The appellant commenced an action against the 
respondents on the 18th of May 1827, and the 
RoyalCoortonthe 2d of June 1829 condemned ''the 
appellants to account to him for the sum of 5,500 
dollars of stock, at the rate of 85 per cent, and ac- 
cording to the rate of exchange at the time when the 
funds rose to that price, with interest thereon since 
that period, he accounting to them for the dividends 
be had received subsequently, and for that purpose 
that the G refBer should be appoin ted arbitrator/' The 
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Greffier then proceeded to take the accounts, and the issa 
appellants took objections to his report, which, when 
the case came again before the Court, were conceded 
by the respondent, and the Court on the 4th of July 
1829 confirmed the report as amende^ and con- 
demned the appellants to the payment of the sum of 
905 /. 11^. 9^. The appellants now brought their 
appeal against both the judgments of the 2d of June 
and the 4th of July 1829. 

Pollock ( K . C.) and Pennington^ for the Appellants. 

Campbell (K. C), and Selwyn (K. C), for the 
Respondents. 

Master of the Rolls : — 

Their Lordships are of opinion that the judgment 
of the Court below ought to be affirmed with costs, 
for the following reasons : When an agent acts under 
a general authority he is bound to act for his prin- 
cipal as he would act for himself; when he acts 
under a particular authority, and for a special pur- 
pose, he has no discretion. If he thinks fit to accept 
such a commission, he must perform that commission 
according to his duty. 

The first question therefore here is, whether a 
general authority, or a particular commission, was 
g^ven to these appellants, and this depends on the 
construction of the two letters which have been 
referred to in the argument. The first letter from 
the respondent is in these words : *' I transmit you 
" enclosed my power of attorney, authorizing you to 
^' receive the dividends in the funds bought in my 
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" name on the 8th of May last, as also to sell and 
*^ transfer the same should they be at 85 per cent.| 
^* or above that price." Now it has been argued 
that because the words " above that price" are 
added to the commission^ a discretion was thereby 
given to the agent; their Lordships however are of 
opinion that those expressions imply only this, " if 
<< they reach 85 or more you are to sell," and con- 
sequently that there was a particular commission given 
by this letter to the appellants. The next conside- 
ration is, whether the appellants accepted the com- 
mission, and for that purpose we must look at their 
answer to the respondent's letter. In that answer, 
after stating the present low price of stock, the ap- 
pellants proceed to say ; " should they again revive 
" to your limits we will keep your order in view/* 
This must necessarily be considered as a direct 
acceptance by the appellants of that commission 
which the letter from the respondent tendered to 
them. 

If the respondent, being aware that the stocks 
had risen to 85, had afterwards thought fit to accept 
the dividends^ he could have founded no action 
against the defendants for not complying with the 
orders he had given them ; it must have been con« 
sidered that he was willing to retain the stock, and 
to take the chance of a future rise in its price. It 
is therefore a material consideration, whether, upon 
the evidence before the Courts it appears, that any 
dividends were received after the intelligence of 
the rise in the price. Now this being a part of the 
defence to the action, it lay upon the appellants to 
establish that fact, and the respondent was not 
bound to enter into any evidence to establish the 
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contrary. In the absence of all evidence, the alle*" isso. 
gation that he did not know of the rise in the price 
when he received the last dividend would have been 
conclusive as against the appellapts. 

The respondent here has done more than the 
nature of the case required from him, for he has 
l^imself given evidence that he was not aware of 
that fact at the time he received the last dividend. 
He has called two witness^, Mr. Francis Godfray, 
and a gentleman of the name of Le Gallais ; and thq 
stock having risen to 85 in the month of April 1 825, 
i^nd the last dividend the respondent received hav- 
ing been that due in December 1 826, it appears from 
the evidence of these gentlemen, the one using the 
expression ^'some time before tl^e action was brought," 
the other *' a short time before the action brought," 
that a letter which had been addressed to them by the 
appellants was produced to the respondent^ from the 
contents of which he received notice of the fact of 
the stocks having risen to that price ; and these wit* 
nesses go on to state, and especially Mr. Francis 
Godfray, that upon the perusal of this letter he ex-r 
pressed great surprise at this fact,, and that his orders^ 
with respect to a sale when they should reach that 
price had not beei^ obeyed. There is therefore here 
evidence upon his part, that he was not aware, until 
a flhoct Ume before the actiqn brppght, of the f^act of 
the rise of the stock. 

It has been stated, that although it may be true 
that, the stock was purchased at the price of 85 per 
cent., it does not Qecessarily foUqw that it could 
be sold at that price ; and that with all the disposi- 
tion, therefore, to execute their commission accord- 
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ing to their instructions, the appellants might not 
have been able to sell stock at 85, though they might 
purchase it at 85. That is certainly a very singular 
argument to use, because it appears upon the evi* 
dence that they actually bought at 85 a much larger 
sum than the stock in question, and necessarily 
therefore they might have sold that very stock for 
their client It cannot be stated therefore that 
they had not an opportunity to sell it at the price 
of 85. 

It appears to have been taken for granted below, 
that the stock would necessarily become the property 
of the appellants, in consequence of the judgment 
they have g^ven. Certainly, in point of equity, it 
would become so ; but (as has already been stated by 
one of the Court in the course of the argument), it is, 
in the opinion of their Lordships, necessary for that 
purpose that a declaration to that effect should be 
introduced into the decree. Another consideration 
then is, whether, inasmuch as there will be an addi- 
tion therefore to the decree, the appellants should or 
not escape the payment of the costs of this appeal, 
which would and ought in justice to fall upon them. 
Now it appears, upon looking at the statement in 
both cases, that after it had been referred to the 
officer of the Court to ascertain the amount of the 
sum which upon the principles of the decree was 
to be paid by the appellants to the respondent, 
and which amounted to 937/., the appellants car- 
ried in a statement before that officer, by which 
they reduced the amount of the sum to be paid by 
them to 905 /., claiming however the benefit of an 
appeal as against the principle upon which the 
Court had decreed, but making no claim for any de- 




BEFORE THE PRIVY COUNCIL. 387 

duction in respect of the value of the stock, provided isso. 
the principle of the Court below should be adopted 
in the Court of appeal. l*he defendant had an 
opportunity therefore to make that objection, and it 
appears from the common understanding of both par- 
ties upon the subject, that, if the objection had been 
then made, it would have been immediately cured 
by a declaration on the part of the Court. The ap- 
pellants having had therefore an opportunity to 
acquire, without appeal, that declaration which is 
now given to them upon appeal, it appears to their 
Lordships, that they ought not for that reason to be 
exonerated from those costs which would otherwise 
have been given. The appeal will therefore be dis- 
missed with costs, those costs to be settled in the 
usual manner by the Master. 

The report of the Lords Committee, which was 
confirmed by His Majesty, was, " That the judg- 
" ment of the Royal Court of the Island of Jersey 
" of the 1st July 1829, should be affirmed, with 
'^ 164/. 7 J. Td. sterling, costs; and that in addition 
** to the said judgment, it should be declared, that 
" the appellants are entitled to the stock in question 
^^ on the said suit as their own property ; and also, 
" that it should be ordered, that if the power of 
" attorney given by the respondent to the appel- 
'^ lants, authorizing them to sell the said stock, has 
'< lost its ejflpect by loss of time, the respondent do 
^* execute a new power of attorney, to enable the 
^' appellants to deal with the said stock for their 
'* own benefit/* 

See Brookman y. RotkschiUf^ itt Dow & Clark, 188. 
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ON APPEAL FROM BARBADOES. 

Samuel Henrt ... Appellant. 

And 

13th Jan. The appellant filed a bill in the Court of Chancery 
» ^^'^ at Barbadoes for the foreclosure and sale of twenty- 
Costs under t^o slaves, which had been mortgi^d to him by 
stances of the the respondents. They put in their answer, and 
t^S^ alleged that although the mortgage was for 400/. 



lant, and he yet that 300/. Only had been in fact advanced, lool. 
gagee ofpro-' having been detained by the appellant as a premium, 
??SSdiM *°^ *^®y i^isted therefore that the transaction was 
directed to be usurious, and that the bill ought to be dismissed, 
with the^mort^ They did not however examine any witnesses, or 
Kr^sSe of'ihe ^^^^S forward any evidence to support these allega- 
mortgaged tious. The Court bclow, on the loth of May 1830, 
osMof non^ prouounccd a decree, dismissing the bill. From that 
Se Res^ ft^ *^^ present appeal was instituted. The respondents 
denu. did not appear, and the case was heard ejp parte* 

BurgCf and fVakott^ for the Appellants, 

contended that the decree ought to be reversed be- 
cause there was no evidence produced to substan- 
tiate the charge of usury; and that as it was the case 
of a mortgagee the costs of this appeal ought to be 
taxed by a Master in Chanceiy here, and added to 
the mortgage-debt. 
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The Master of the Rolls iS30, 

Intimated the assent of their Lordships. 

The costs were accordingly taxed by a Master at 
137/. 7^. 

The following order, in pursuance of their Lord- 
ship's report, was made on the 31st January 1831: 

" That the decree of the Court below should be re- 
" versed, with 137/. 7*. costs; and that in lieu of the 
'* said decree directions should be given to a Master 
'^ of the said Court to take an account of what is due 
^* to the appellant for principal and interest on his 
*^ mortgage, and to tax his costs of suit in the said 
'' island ; and that upon the respondents paying to 
'^ the appellant what shall be found due to him for 
'' principal, interest and costs of suit in the said 
** island, together with 137/. 7 s. costs of this appeaU 
'< at such time and place as the said Court shall 
'* appoint, the appellant shall be directed to execute 
" a proper re-conveyance of the said mortgaged 
'' slaves, and to deliver up all deeds and writings in 
" his custody or power relating thereto ; but that in 
** default of the said respondents paying to the ap- 
'' pellant the principal, interest and costs aforesaid^ 
'' as appointed by the said Court, the said slaves, or 
^ a suflRcient number thereof, should be directed to 
'* be sold, agreeably to the rules and practice of the 
^* said Court, for the purpose of satisfying such 

principal, interest and costs/' 
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ON APPEAL FROM JERSEY. 

His Majesty's Attorney-General! 
and the Receivers of His Majesty's >Jjy)eUants. 
Revenues in the Island of Jersey J 

And 

Wm. Stmonds, Esq. and ElizabethI » ^ . . 
Mary his Wife ^ - - .}««?««*«'*. 



l3&l4Dec. 
1830. 



The Crown is 1 HE question in this case was whether the Crown 

primer seisin, was entitled, upon the death of Sir Philip Carteret 

Sacoen^n^^ Silvestcr Without heirs of his body, to the ann^e de 

upon the death succession, or year and a day's possession of the rents 

B manor in^ s^^l profits of the lordship or fief of Trinity, of which 

tenure'd*^Uau- ^® ^^ '^"^^ ^^ seigneur. The appellants instituted 

bert. proceedings on behalf of the Crown in the Royal 

eoce of a^ feii^ Court of Jersey, for the purpose of obtaining pos- 

dai custom in gession of the manor. Upon presenting their re- 
one country, 1 . , n 
as Enfdand, monstrancc, they obtained, as a matter of course, a 

rnferenoToTUs provisional Order ; by which, " for preserving right 

•listence in *t ^^ whom it might belong, they were allowed to 

try, as Jersey. '^ take posscssion as well of the manor of Trinity, as 

'^ also of such hereditaments which Sir Philip might 

" have possessed upon fiefs belonging to His Ma* 

'' jesty, as well upon the said fief of Trinity, in 

<< order that they might enjoy the same par voie de 

'' garde jusqu'a ce qu'il se preaente partie capable 

** pour les reclaimer." The respondents» Mr. Sy- 

monds and his wife, who was the sister and next 

collateral heir of Sir Philip, opposed this claim on 

behalf of the Crown, and the Royal Court decided 

ag^st it on the i8th of June 1829. From that 

decision the present appeal was instituted. 
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In the course of the proceedings in the Court 
below it appeared that the fief or lordship of Tri- 
nity was one of five lordships in the island, viz.; 
St. Oiiens, Rozel, Mel^ches, Saumarez, and Trinityi 
which were held of the king as fie& d'haubert, and 
were lordships paramount, of which other fiefs were 
held. The peculiar tenure of the manor of Trinity 
was proved by an ancient decree of partition between 
members of the family of Carteret, of the date of 
1417, found amongst the records of the court; in 
which it was stated to be held, " franchement, et en 
^' chef du roi par payer deux maillards de riviere, 
^' quand il viendrait personellement en la dite isle 
** sans riens plus en pouvoir challenger, ni de- 
'' mander par quelconque voie que ce soit sauf la 
*' f(6aute." And on the arrival of Charles the 2d 
in the island in 1651, Amice de Carteret, the then 
lord of the manor, presented to him a couple of 
mallards, of the receipt of which an acknowledg- 
ment was given by the King's command. An entry 
was also produced from the book or rental of the 
rents and revenues of his Majesty in the island, called 
** L'Extente," which was drawn up on the 30th of 
July 1668, in pursuance of an order of council of 
the 2 2d of March 1660. In this it was stated, 
<' that Charles de Carteret possesses the frank fief 
** and seigniory of Trinity, which is held by fealty 
" and homage, by knights service, wardship ; and 
'* when his Majesty comes into this island he shall 
** present him with two ducks ; owes suit oif court 
'^ at the pleas of heritage, and pays a relief when 
" the case happens,* 60 sous." 

It was contended in the Court below, on the part 
of the appellants, that the Crown had a right to hold 

p D 
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Attorney- 

GsVEftAL 



1830. the five fieffl or manors paramottnt on Uie death of 
their lords without issue, for a year and a day, analo- 
gous to that which the lords themselves had of holding 
STKOMoe. the lands of their sub-tenants who died vrithout issue, 
or who renounced their lands for the benefit of their 
creditors *• And they produced a case from the Court 
Rolls of the 2 1 st of January 1 668, in which it had been 
decided that Peter La Roque, the lord of the manor 
of Sauvale, having died without lawful heirs of his 
body^ the king should enjoy the same for a year and 
a day, notwithstanding the opposition of the prm- 
ctpal heir of Peter La Roque, who contended diat 
as the manor owed relief he ought not to be subject 
to such a demand. 

The respcmdente contended that the payment of 
the relief of sixty sous, mentioned in the ^* Exteate,*' 
was all that could be demanded upon the descent of 
tiie manor to collateral heira ; that in cases where the 
lords were entitled to hold the lands of their tenants 

* When a person becomes insoilveiit in Jersey he is obliged 
to renounce bis estate far the beiie6t of his credilors. The su- 
perior lord of whom his lands are held is Ihen entitled to a jesf 
and a day's possession of them. In the mean time the crediton 
proceed to proTe their claims before the GrefBer of the Cour 
Royale, and they are dien called upon according to the dates of 
their several encurabvancies, beginning with the most recent, to 
accept or reject the debtor's estate; whoeyer rejects it loses 
his debts ; whoeter accepts it is entitled to the possession of the 
landed property from the expiration of the year and a day; 
but he must satisfy all the insolvent's debts that are prior to 
hiB own, and the costs of the proceedings. See Statement of 
mode of proceeding in Jersey, l^ Hemery and Dumares^, fo. fiS. 
An extract was read to the Privy Council from the court-roUs of 
the manor of Meldchee, dated the S9th of June 1764, by which 
it appeared that the manor was then in the hands of the king, 
'< par la renonciation de Philippe Bandinel, ci devant seigneur 
•duditfief." 
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for the ann^e de succession no relief was due; and 
that where relief was due, no claim could be made 
for the ann^e de succession; that the manor of 
Trinity had in the year 1780 devolved upon col* 
lateral heirs, mad no claim for the annee de succes-- 
sion, on behalf of the Crown, had been at that time 
advanced. And in reply to the decision in the case 
of the manor of Sauvale, they cited another decision 
of the Royal Court of the 19th of April 1716, ia 
the case of the King^s Attorney General v. Andce 
LaClochey where the Attorney General had upon 
the death of George La Cloche seized of the manors 
of Longueville and Buisson, and of several otb^ lands 
situate on the king's fie& ia the islands, without 
heirs of bis body, claimed the ann6e de succession 
upon all his property, and the Court had rejected the 
claim as to the manors of Longueville and Buisson, 
and granted it only as to the lands situate upon the 
kings fieft. From this decision both the Attorney 
General and the heirs of La Cloche obtained leav^ 
to appeal, but the appeal did not. appear to hav^ 
been prosecuted. 

Campbell (K. C), and Pennington^ for the Ap- 
pellants, 

cited 2 Instit 134, 135, on Stat. Marlebridge, 
cap. 1 7, and Blackstone, Comm. vol. 2, p. 63, to 
prove that primer seisin was a feudal burthen dif- 
ferent from and additional to relief, which, notwith^ 
standing the arguments of Spelmaa* to the contrary, 
existed in England previously to the Norman Con- 
quest, under the name of Heriot, according to (he 
opinions of our best anti(j[uaries in former, and of 

* Glossary, verbo '' Relief." On Feud«, c. 17 «r 18. 
I) D 2 
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our most distinguished historians, as' Hallam* and 
Sir J. Mackintosh t, in more modem times. Primer 
seisin was introduced into our country by the Nor- 
mans, as a burthen incidental ta tenure by knights 
service, which was the same as the tenure d'haubert, 
by which the manor of Trinity was held. The only 
difference between primer seisin and Tann^e de suc- 
cession being, that in our country the right, instead 
of being exercised as in Jersey, by the actual hold- 
ing of the lands for the year, was commuted for the 
payment of a year s value of them ; and there could 
be little doubt that it was a burthen well known to 
the introducers of it in their own country, of which 
Jersey formed a part. There were very evident 
reasons for the institution of this right of the lords, 
in the unsettled state of the law as to collateral sue- 
cessions in earlier times, of which we had an instance 
in the disputes for the throne upon the death of 
Richard Cceur de Lion, between King John, his 
youngest brother, and Prince Arthur, the son of his 
next brother. It then operated as a protection to the 
property of their tenants ; for had there not existed 
some person with a legal right to take possession of 
the property while the right of succession to it was 
in dispute, a stranger might have stept in, and by 
a year and a day's peaceable possession deprived 
the family of all claim to it, since this was the time of 
absolute prescription as to landed property amongst 
the barbarous nations of the middle ages, as appeared 
by the Salic law, and that of the Burgundians;]:. 

* Hist. Middle Ages, c. 8, pt. At, vol. snd, pp. 408 & 415. 
t History of England, page 115. 

X See Houard AuDciennes Loix des Francais. Comin. 00 
Litt sec. 434, p. 4891 
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It was recognized as an existing right by the laws 
of Jersey *, which contain express directions as to the 
manner in which the King and the lords of the 
manors shall hold the lands of their tenants who liave 
died without heirs of their body ; and the case of La 
Roque was a clear instance both of the recognition, 
and the exercise of it The reason of the decision of 
the Court below in the latter case of La Cloche was 
because the Attorney General had claimed more 
than he was entitled to in demanding possession of 
lands not on the King's fiefs ; and the decision in that 
case having been appealed against by both parties 
must be considered as of very little authority. 

Lushington (Dn), and Boteier^ for the Respon- 
dents : — 

Where a burthen is endeavoured to be affixed on 
a subject it is the duty of the officers of the Crown 
to prove its existence, either by the statutes of the 
land, the dicta of institutional writers, cases decided 
in courts of law respecting it, or a long-continued 
practice in enforcing it. With regard to the claim 
in this case not a word is to be found in the Jersey 
code respecting it. Uegulations indeed are contained 
in it concerning the manner in which the King and 
the other lords of manors shall bold the lands of 
their tenants who may die without lineal heirs ; but 
those regulations apply to the tenants of the King s 
own manors, of which there are many in the island, 
and on these the King has of course the same right to 
the ann6e de succession as any other lord would 
have. The Grand Coutumier of Normandy, and the 
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commentators on it, are perfectly silent upon such 
a right as is now asserted. Of Uie two decisions of 
the Cour Royale that have been quoted^ the latter 
must be held to have overruled tlie former, which 
indeed relates to a manor held by a different tenure 
from that of Trinity, and could not therefore serve as 
a precedent. With regard to the practice on these 
occasions, it is admitted that no such claim tras made 
in 1 763, when a similar devolution of the manor to 
collateral heirs took place ; and the officers of the 
Crown, who have access to all the records of the 
island, have not been able to bring forward a single 
case in which this right has been exercised on manors 
held by the tenure d'haubert. In the absence there- 
fore of all precedent we must revert to the general 
principles of feudal law. By these we know that the 
lord upon the death of the vassal was entitled to the 
possession of his lands, until his heir should redeem 
them, or relieve them from the lord's hands. In Jersey 
this right is exercised by the lord either taking the 
ann^e de succession, or else a relief in lieu of it ; but 
a relief is merely a commutation for the ann6e de 
succession ; no lord can claim both ; and in practice 
wherever the one is taken the other is never paid* 
The manor of Trinity therefore, by being subject to 
the relief of sixty sous, is not liable to the ann^ de 
succession, nor ckn the Crown demand more than 
that relief. 

Little reliance can be placed on the arguments 
drawn from the law of England. In no two coun-^ 
tries are the feudal burthens or customs similar. In 
Scotland, for instance, although it derived its feudal 
laws from nearly the same sources as England, 
and a statute similar to that of quia emptares was 
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actually enacted there*, yet, as we ure told by 
Dalrymplef, it was so contrary to the genius of the 
people, that it never was carried into effect, and the 
law there is at this present moment completely dif- 
ferent on that subject from that of its sister kingdom. 
The burthen however of ann6e.de succession differs 
so much from that of primer seisin, the one taking 
place on all deaths, the other only on deaths with* 
out leaving lineal heirs, that the ancient feudal law 
of our own country is completely inapplicable to the 
subject 

Pennington^ in reply, 

observed, that the reason that instances were not 
produced in which the ann^e/le succession had been 
enforced by the Crown on the death of the lords of 
the five manors held by the tenure d^haubert was 
that the revenues of the island had for many years 
been farmed to the governors, who had each kept 
private accounts of dieir receipts, which they had 
not returned to the Exchequer. 

The Master of the Rolls :— 

The appellants on the part of the Crown claim 
to be entitled to what is called the primer seisin, or 
Tannic de succession, upon a fief, being one of five 
fiefs in the island of Jersey, distinguished by the 
name of Fiefs d'Haubert. Those who claim a feudal 
burden are bound to establish, by evidence of the 
customs of the country where the claim is made, 
that such a burden does exist The existence of the 
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custom in another coantry aflfords no legal inference* 
diat it therefore exists in the country in which the 
claim is set up. Now here there is no evidence 
upon which a Court can act to establish that such 
a custom exists^ nor does it appear firom ihe whole 
case before the Court, that this feudal burden has 
ever been recognized in die island of Jersey. Their 
Lordships are therefore of opinion diat the decree 
of the Court below must be affirmed; and being 
a case in which the Crown makes the daim, it is of 
course affirmed, without costs. 



Ab^.— In Goernsej there are no <* Fie& d* Haubert,** but 
there are certain seignenries called '' Flagety'^ which are held 
of the king bj fealty and homrnage, and pay relie& and demi- 
relieft. See Approbatioo dea Lois CoACnmea et Usages de 
risle de Guemesey diffierentes da Coutumier de Normandie 
obaerre en cette isle» ralifie an Conaefl Fm& le 97me Octre 
1583, liv. 5nie, cap. snd. The authority to which this code 
(which has been twice published, in 1715 and 1833) refers, on 
the sobject of the relief due for these Fiages, IS an extent taken in 
the reign of Edw. 3. This extent states that the fie& which owe 
plein relief pay the king 60 sous 1 denier, those which owe dead 
relief only half that sum ; and it then proceeds, ** Item ib (▼us. 
** les gens d' enquite) disent que notre Sire le Roy ne prend 
** aucun profit, et n*a coutume de prendre fors le Relief.'* 
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ON APPEAL FROM JAMAICA. 

G£ouG£ Hay Dawkins Pennant - Appellant 

And 

James Simpson, William Taylor, 
Simon Taylok, and William 
Chrystie . - - . 



Rapondents. 

Jan. 10th, 
1831. 

The respondents, who were merchants carrying on Attomien to 
business in partnership at Kmgston in Jamaica, com- priiTtoi/of 
menced an action of assumpsit in October 1828, n^^^'^eZ 
against the appellant, a gentleman resident in £ng- titled to only 
land, but possessed of large landed property in that cominis«roii 

island. asarema- 

neration for 

The first count of their declaration stated, " that the perform- 
the appellant being the proprietor and owner in Su^es^of their 
possession of sundry estates or plantations, named fn^thatof fw- 
Thomas^River, &c., the appellant of the one part, torage;andif 
and the respondents of the other part, did mutually other^pei^u 
contract and agree with each other, that, in con- ^J^ ^^^l* 
sideration that the respondents would become the cannot reco?er 
merchants, factors and agents in Jamaica of the amolintofthe 
appellant, and would undertake the factorage of JJJPP'^*' ^^'JJJJ^ 
the several plantations, &c., and would furnish all oished to the 
the necessary supplies in goods, monies and other- IhSroommls- 
wise, that might be required for the use of the ap- "1^"'^°'^ 
pellanf s said estates, the appellant should and would prietors, but 
allow unto the respondents commissions at 5 /. per ^^at^niM 
centum on the amount of all such contingences, and ^^^ payment- 
supplies, and advances as aforesaid ; and that, for 
the total amount of the several balances which should 
or might be due to the respondents from the pppel- 
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18S1. jants at the 31st day of December in each and every 
year, and interest thereon, he» the appellant, should 
and would deliver or cause to be delivered to the 
respondents, in payment thereof, one or more good 
bill or bills of exchange in the month of August fol- 
lowing ; (that is to say) in the course of the month 
of August next after the 31st day of December in 
each and every year, at the current rate of exchange 
in Jamaica, to wit, at such rate of premium of remit- 
tance as should be commonly then allowed, and be 
current on bills of exchange at the time and times 
such bill or bills should be so delivered ; that they 
confiding in the promise, &c» did immediately there* 
upon enter upon the duties of the factorage of the 
said estates of the appellant, and did pay the con- 
tingencies of the said estates, and did furnish all 
the supplies that were required as aforesaid; and 
that on the 31st of December 1827, a large balance 
or sum of money had become and was due by the 
appellant to the respondents for such contingencies 
and supplies, and for interest thereon, and for their 
commissions as such factors, at the rate aforesaid, 
to wit, the sum of 20, 000 /• current money of Jamaica, 
&C.; it then alleged notice to defendant of the 
premises, and request of the performance thereof, and 
a breach of contract by non-delivery of such bills." 
The second count stated, ** that in consideration that 
the respondents, at the special instance and request 
of the appellant, would become the merchants and 
fectors of the appellant, and would undertake the 
factorage of the estates, &c., and would pay and 
advanee such sums of money for the contingencies 
of the said estates, as they might be requested to 
pay on the several original accounts and vouchers 




BSFORB TH£ PRIVY COUNCIL. 401 

against the said estates being sent to the said respon- i ssi . 
dents properly attested, and would furnish and de- 
liver all such goods, wares and merchandise for the 
supplies of the said estates, as they might be re- 
quested to furnish and deliver, hfi would allow to 
the respondents commissions as such merchants and 
factors at the rate of 5L per cent, on the amount of 
all sums of money paid and advanced for contin* 
gencies as aforesaid, and the value of all goods, 
wares and merchandise furnished and delivered for 
supplies as aforesaid; and that for the balance or sum 
of money due on the 31st of December in each and 
every year the appellant should draw and deliver 
good bills of exchange, &c.» (in the same words in 
the first count), and that the appellant would allow 
the respondents to make use of and spply any monies 
which should or might be received by the respon- 
dents for the use or on the account of the appellant 
from sales of the produce of such stock of the said 
estates in aid of the contingencies of the year in 
which the said monies should be received by the 
respondents} that they confiding in the said pro- 
mise and undertakings did immediately thereupon 
undertake the factorage, &c., pay and advance 
monies for the contingencies, &c., and deliver goods, 
&c. for the supplies, &c. ; and that on the 31st of 
December 1837, a large balance had become and 
was due by the appellant to the respondents for such 
sums of money paid and advanced for such goods 
delivered for supplies, &c., and for interest thereon, 
and for their commissions as such factors, at the rate 
aforesaid, to wit, the sum of 20,000/., &c." It then 
proceeded to state a breach, &c. This declaration 
also contained the common counts for goods sold 
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1831. and deliveredi monies lent, monies had and received, 
and interest and commissions, quantum valebant, 
V. and an account stated. 

1MP80N. rpj^^ appellant pleaded the general issue, non 

assumpsit The cause came on to be tried in 
January 1829 before the Justices of Oyer and 
Terminer for the county of Surrey. A verdict for 
3,657/. 15*. nrf. currency, damages, and 7/. 10s. 6id. 
currency, costs, was found for the respondents. A 
bill of exceptions was tendered to the Judges at the 
trial, which they allowed ; judgment was then en- 
tered up for the respondents ; a writ of error was 
brought, in which the common error was assigned, 
and the parties joined in error. The Court of Errors 
in the island affirmed the judgment of the inferior 
Court, and from their decision the present appeal 
was instituted. 

The facts proved at the trial, as thpy appeared on 
the bill of exceptions, were briefly as follow : Mr. 
Pennant, the appellant, by a deed-poll, or power of 
attorney, dated the 4th of July 1827, and registered 
the 21st of the following August, appointed J. Laing, 
G.W.Hamilton, and W.Rose, his attornies, "jointly 
and severally for him, and in his name to enter upon 
and take possession of all his plantations and estates 
in the island ; and to hold, enjoy, manage, direct 
and superintend them, in such manner as might be 
most conducive to his benefit and advantage, or ac- 
cording to such orders and directions as he should 
from time to time give ; and to appoint overseers, 
agents, clerks, bookkeepers and other servants, and 
again at pleasure to remove them, and appoint others 
in their stead as should be deemed necessary ; and 
to ship and consign all the produce (except such part 
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of the rum as might be necessary to be sold in the is^i 
island for contingencies^) or otherwise to dispose of 
it as he should direct." llie deed also empowered 
Laing, Hamilton, and Rose, to carry on suits and 
actions, recover debts, submit to arbitrations, and to 
do all such further other reasonable and lawful acts, 
deeds, matters and things, as might be necessary to 
be done in and about the appellant's estates and 
affairs in the island, as fully and effectually to all 
intents and purposes as if he were present ; and 
whatsoever they or either of them should lawfully 
do or cause to be done about the premises, the 
appellant agreed to allow, ratify and affirm. 

Previously to the date of this power of attorneyt 
Laing, Hamilton, and Rose, had acted as attornies 
to Mr. Pennant. It did not clearly appear whether 
they had done so nnder a power of attorney or not, 
but no power was found recorded in the registers of 
the colony. During the whole time that they acted 
in that character Laing took the management of the 
counting-house department, and acted as what was 
generally called the factor of the estate, by paying 
the tradesmens bills and contingencies, drawing bills 
on England, and settling the accounts; Hamilton 
managed the planting department; and Rose was 
the resident attorney upon the estate. Laing, a short 
time after the date of the power of attorney, en- 
tered into negociations through Mr. Colin M'Kenzie, 
his confidential clerk, with the respondents, to 
furnish the supplies, and to undertake the factorage 
both of his own estates and of various other estates, 
including the appellant's, of which he was attorney. 
They at first objected to entering into any agreement 
on account of Uie Ute period of the year, and they 




404 CASES ARGUED AND DETERMINED 

18S1. refused to furnish Laiiigs own estates at all, unless 
he kept them in funds for that purpose; finally, 
however, an arrangement was come to ; and in pur- 
suance of it the respondents wrote to Laing the 
following letter : 

Dear Sir, Kingston, 25th July 1827. 

With reference to your communication on this 
subject, we have now to propose the following terms, 
on which we can undertake the . factorage of the 
estates here specified ; viz. : 

Thomas-River - ^^ 

Kupius ... 

Denbeigh - - - ^^^S ^^ ««*»*«« 

Cotes-Penn . .) of G. H. D. 



Coley Estate - - Pennant. 
Dove Hall Estate 
Joppa Plantation 
Albion 

^ , * * I the estates of Sir 

-^ ^?\ * " (Alexander Grant. 

Berwick - 

Rio Magno - -J 

Home Castle - -1 estates of R. H. 

Cromwell and DemockJ Gordon. 
Also Sir H. Fitsherbert's and Sir E. H. Easts 
estates, if you find occasion to call on us on their 
accocmt. We will pay the contingencies of the 
above-mentioned (on your addressing to us the 
proper vouchers), and furnish all the supplies that 
may be required. For the total amount of the seve- 
ral balances due to us at the 31st December, and 
interest thereon, we are to receive from you bills of 
e^Echange in August following, at the current rate; 
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and any monies received on account of the estates, itsi. 
from sales of produce or stock, are to go in aid of 
the current contingences for the year. We expect 
you v^ill make your drafts on us at the periods which 
are customary, and at such terms as may best suit 
your own and our convenience. We shall be 
obliged by your stating in reply to this what may 
be the probable amounts for which we shall have to 
provide between this and the 31st December next. 
Our commission will be five per cent, on the amount 
of contingences and supplies ; and interest will be 
stated on both sides of the account as usual. — We 
are, &c. 

To this letter Laing replied the following day : 

Dear Sirs, Kingston, 26th July 1827. 

I am favoured with yours of 25th, of which 
a copy is annexed, on the subject of the terms on 
which you will undertake the factorage of the differ* 
ent properties therein mentioned. To these I con- 
sent In regard to the probable amount that will 
require to be provided I think the taxes will be 
about 3,000/., and contingences, not counting sup- 
plies, about 9,000/. ; and all drafts will be made at 
30 to 60 days sight, except the small sums for 
bookkeepers salaries. I remain, &c. 

Any orders that Mr. C. M'Kenzie may draw for 
the above purposes I request you will consider as 
drawn by myself. 

After the receipt of this letter the respondents 
furnished the supplies of the appellant's estates. 
Laing's co-attornies, Hamilton and Rose were en- 
tirely ignorant of the arrangement between them 




406 CASES ARGUED AND DETERMINED 

1831. and the respondents until after his death; and al- 
though they were aware that there were dealings 
between him and the respondents, and that the 
supplies were furnished by the respondents, they 
declared that they considered the respondents as his 
agents. It appeared however that Rose had at one 
time written to the respondents himself, and ordered 
some supplies for the use of appellant's estates. The 
attomies always had sufficient means to defray the 
contingencies of the estate by the sale of cattle, and 
if those sales did not produce sufficient money, they 
had the power of drawing bills of exchange on the 
appellant's merchants cr consignees, and such bills 
were always drawn by Laing & Hamilton. Hamilton 
declared that he would not have allowed the 5 /. per 
cent, commission to the respondents had it come to 
his knowledge ; that it never had been introduced 
into the appellant's accounts before, and that Laing 
would have had to pay it himself. In order to show 
that the respondents did not consider themselves as 
factors or agents to the appellant, evidence was also 
given of a sale of cattle to them by one of the over- 
seers of the appellant's estates, for which they paid 
by a bill, dated the 11th of August 1827, in favour 
of Laing, payable 30 days after sight Laing 
having died in insolvent circumstances, the ap- 
pellants instituted the action which gave rise to this 
appeal against Mr. Pennant 

Pembertan (K. C.)> and Burge^ for the Appel- 
lants ; — 

The contract, which is stated in the respondents 
declaration, materially varies from that which was 
produced in evidence at the trial. The declaration 
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states a contract between the appellants and the re- J^^ii, 
spondents; the respondents undertaking to make 
advances on account of and furnish supplies to the 
appellants estates, the appellants undertaking to 
deliver bills of exchange in payment for what would 
be due on the balance to the respondents for 
such advances and supplies. The contract produced 
vt the trial, and which is contained in the two 
letters of the 25th and 26th of July, is a contract 
between Laing and the respondents ; the respondents 
undertaking to make advances on account of and 
fiimish supplies to the estates of two other pro- 
prietors as well as the appellant, and Laing under- 
taking to deliver to them bills of exchange *^ on the 
'' total amount of the several balances " upon all the 
estates. The respondents ought therefore to have 
been nonsuited, because the contract attempted to 
be proved was the contract set out in their special 
counts, and they were not entitled to recover on the 
common counts, because as the payment, according 
to their own statement, was to have been made by 
bills of exchange at the current rate in August, and 
tlie current rate at that period between Jamaica and 
England was 90 days, nothing would be due to 
&em in September when they commenced their 
action. 

Independently too of technical objections, the re- 
spondents ought not to have recovered upon the merits 
of the case. The appellant had given a power of 
attorney to three persons to act for him in the ma- 
nagement of his estates in Jamaica; part of the duty 
of the persons so appointed was to act as factors to 
the estates under their charge, and for their services 
as attornies, including those as factors, they were 
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1831. entitled to a commission of 6 per cent. The Jamaica 
i^NANT statute, 24 G. 2, s. 8, enacts, " that from and after 
" the 1st day of January next, which will be in 
'^ the year of our Lord 1752, all commissions of 
*^ attornies or agents of persons absent from this 
'^ island, trustees, guardians, executors and admini- 
" strators, arising from their several and respective 
^ receipts, payments, transactions, management and 
'' disposal after that time of the rents, profits, pro- 
'' duce and increase of any of the estates and inte- 
" rests for which they are and shall be respectively 
" concerned, shall be and the same is hereby re- 
** duced to six per cent, including the factorage- 
'^ commission for supplies made in this island for 
** such real estates for which such persons shall 
" or may be concerned ;" and it goes on in a suc- 
ceeding paragraph to declare, '^ that mortgagees in 
^' possession are not entitled to any commission for 
" their management or transactions for or concerning 
*' such possessions, except what shall be paid to the 
" factor for his commission." This statute did not 
make a law that the attorney should perform the 
duty of factor, but it found the custom to be that he 
should do so, and only provided that he should not 
charge above a certain per centage for his. trouble 
both as factor and attorney. It would be in direct 
contravention both of that law and of the custom of 
the colony, if an attorney who was thus entitled 
to receive six per cent, was allowed to appoint a 
factor who was to be paid five per cent, and thus 
to make his principal liable to pay 1 1 per cent If 
the attorney does not choose to execute the duties of 
his office himself, but to employ another to perform 
them for him, the person so employed does not 
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become the agent of the principal, but of the at- issi 
torney, and he must look to the attorney for his re- 
muneration. A contrary determination would be 
most mischievous to the interest of the great body 
of the proprietors of the island, who are absentees, 
and would afford a wide opening for frauds of 
all kinds upon them. Under the present system 
the principal, although resident in England, is in 
a great measure safe from imposition. His agent 
defrays the current expenses and contingencies 
of the estate either by sales of part of the produce 
in the island, or by drawing bills on him or his 
merchant; he can easily, therefore, by the inspec- 
tion of his agents and his merchant's accounts, see 
what sums his agent has expended, and in what 
manner the general management of his estate is 
carried on ; but what check or control can he have 
over his agent, if that agent is to be held to have 
Che power at his own pleasure of appointing a third 
person to perform the factorage, and the prin- 
cipal, although (as in the present case) he may 
know nothing whatever either of him or his appoint- 
ment, is to be held liable to pay this stranger for 
the supplies and commission for which he may 
have previously paid his agent. 

But how can it be contended that Laing could 
appoint the respondents as factors to Mr. Pennant? 
He was one only of three persons appointed to act as 
attornies, and consequently as factors. The instrument 
by which he was appointed was not recorded, and 
was not therefore of legal effect until after he had 
written the letters under which they claimed the fac- 
torage ; neither of the other two attornies joined in 
the appointment, although both had equal power and 
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1831. authority with himself, and so far were they from 
PennIht concurring in it, that they neither of them knew of 
v^ ^ it, and both of them declared they would not have 
consented to it had they done so. Had they all 
three joined in the appointment of the respondents 
as factors, it would have been invalid, for they had 
no power of substitution, and they could not have 
made Mr* Pennant liable for the payment of the 
supplies furnished to his estates by the respondents 
on the general ground that they were necessary for 
its cultivation, because it appears from their own 
evidence that there were always ample means of 
providing payment for them, either by drawing of 
bills on him, or the sale of fat cattle. 

It is equally contrary to the general principles 
of our law, as it is to the custom of Jamaica, that 
an agent should thus make his principal liable to 
strangers. When a principal does not know the 
persons whom the agent employs, there is no privity 
between them and him ; and the cases of Schmaling * 
V. Thomlinsofif and CtUl v. Backhouse fi decide that 
in a such a case the person employed by the agent 
must look to the agent for payment, and cannot 
recover against the principal. But although the 
appellant did not know that the respondents had 
been employed by his attorney to furnish supplies 
to his estate, yet the respondents at the time they 
entered into the contract with the attorney, knew 
perfectly that he was an attorney, and that the ap« 
pellant was his principal, and under these circum* 
stances they chose to consider the attorney as their 
debtor. Had they intended to consider Mr. Pen- 
nant or his estate as their debtor, they would not 

* 6th Taunton, 147. f Ditto, 148, in noti«. 



Sjiips<im. 



BEFORE THE PRIVY COUNCIL. 411 

have entered into the contract with Laing alone, but isji. 
with Hamilton and Rose also, both of whom were ^' 

• Pennant 

equally Mr. Pennant's attomies, and equally repre- ^ v. 
sented his estate as Laing. They would not at any 
rate, if they had looked upon Mr. Pennant as their 
debtor, have paid one of his attomies by a bill for the 
cattle they had purchased from his estate, but would 
have placed the value of them on the credit*side of 
their account with his estate as a set-off against what 
was owing to them for supplies ; they must be consi-. 
dered therefore as having in the first instance given 
credit to Laing as an agent, with a full knowledge 
of who his principal was, and consequently cannot, 
according to the law as established in the cases of 
Paterson v. Gandasequi^y and Thompson v . Davenport % 
now, on Laing's insolvency, charge the appellant for 
what they originally gave credit to Laing for. In 
the latter of these cases, Lord Tenterden says, '' If 
at the time of the sale the seller knows not only that 
the person nominally dealing with him is not prin* 
cipal, but agent, and also knows who the principal, 
really is, and notwithstanding that knowledge, 
chooses to make the agent his debtor, dealing with 
him and him alone, then according to the cases 
of Addison v. Gandasequi %, and Paterson v. Gan^ 
^ dasequij the seller cannot afterwards, on the insol- 
^ vency of the agent, turn round and charge the 
principal having once made his election at the 
time, when he had the power of choosing between 
the one and the other." 

Upon every ground therefore the judgment of the 
Court below ought to be reversed. 

• 15 East, 62. t 9 Bar. & Cres. 78. 

X 4 Taunt, 574. 
E E 3 
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1831. Spankie (Serjeant), and RcnnaUs^ for the Re* 

spondent : — 
The contract which was stated in the dedaratioD 
was essentially the same as that proved at the trial 
Reddendo singula singulis ; there was a clear under* 
taking on the part of the respondents to supply the 
estates of Mr. Pennant, and on the part of Laing as 
Pennant's agent, to pay them for these supplies, and 
their commission on them in the terms^of the special 
counts. It never could have been the intention of the 
parties to that contract to render the several pro- 
prietors liable for the general balance on all the 
estates. It evidently was the meaning of it, that each 
proprietor should be liable for the several balance of 
his own estate, and a contrary interpretation would 
amount to an absurdity. As to the objection against 
recovering on the common counts, it is only neces* 
sary to reply, that the appellant was bound to pay 
by bills of exchange at the current rate in August; 
if he had given those bills the money would not have 
been due until the period had expired at which those 
bills were made payable ; but he did not give the 
bills; he therefore was still indebted to the re« 
spondents, and the amount of his debt might be 
recovered under the common counts. 

The next question is, whether this contract was 
entered into by Laing as the agent of Pennant, 
and with a view to bind him ; and it clearly ap* 
pears that it was so, for the respondents refiised 
to have any thing to do with Laing's own estate. 
They therefore did not trust to his responsibility, 
but to that of his employer. If such vras then 
the understanding of the parties at the time of 
writing the letters which constitute the contract, the 
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next subject for inquiry is whether Laing had the J83^ 
power to bind his principal in the way he endea- 
voured to do by this contract. It has been gene- 
rally considered as settled law in the West Indies, 
that the bonajide furnisher of supplies and advances 
to an estate is entitled to recover the amount of them 
against the proprietor, whether there has or not been 
a contract between them for that purpose. Inde- 
pendently, however, of this general liability the 
power of attorney was joint and several, and there* 
forp Laing, as one of the attomies acting under it, 
was fully authorized to pledge the appellant's credit 
£6r the benefit of his estates. How could these 
plantations have been managed, if the supplies and 
contingencies had not been duly provided for them ; 
and how could they have been provided except by 
means of factors in the island ? Had Mr. Pennant him- 
self been in Jamaica he must have employed factors 
for bis estate, just as Laing (who was a great landed 
proprietor there,) was obliged to employ one for his 
own estates, although be was a resident, and acting 
as attorney for others* In appointing the respond- 
ents as agents for the appellant, Laing did not dele- 
gate to them his office as an attorney. The offices 
of attorney and agent are distinct ; that of attorney 
includes the duty of getting in debts, referring diffi- 
culties to ^bitration, and managing the plantation ; 
none of which were delegated by Laing to the re-* 
spondents* All that he did was to appoint them as 
the persons who were to supply the estate, and in 
fact the greater part of their demand was for supplies 
actually purchased and furnished ; as to that part 
which consisted of the 5 /. per cent, commission on 
the articles furnished, it may very properly be de*- 

£ E 4 
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1831. ducted from Laing's c(nnmission of 61. per cent on 
the same articles in the account between him and 
Mr. Pennant, but with that the respondents have 
SiMPSfow. nothing to do: as between them and him, he, as 
Laing's principal, is personally liable to them for 
payment. The cases of Paterson v. Gandasequi, and 
Thompson v. Dtwer^ort^ can not at all apply here, 
for the respondents clearly, at the time of making 
the contract, knew who Laing's principal was, and 
clearly (as we contend) at that time elected and 
intended to make that principal their debtor. The 
Act of Assembly which has been cited on the other 
side has never before received the interpretation, 
now, for the first time, attempted to be put upon it 
It does not say that the attorney and agent should 
be the same person, but only that the attorney should 
not receive more than 6/. per cent commission; in^ 
eluding the factorage-commission for supplies. If 
the attorney performs the duty of factor himself be 
is entitled to the whole 6/. per cent ; if he procures 
another person to perform it, the commission of 5JL 
per cent, to the person so employed is to be deducted 
from that of the attorney. Such has been always 
the understanding in the island. Both the attorney 
and the factor are equally agents for certain pur- 
poses to absent proprietors, and in two recent cases 
in the Courts there, Nicoll v. Markland*, and FUz- 
kerbert v. Kinghorn'\i damages to a considerable 
amount have been recovered by proprietors against 
their factors for negligence in not procuring payment 
for sugars which they had sold ; and in the latter of 

• Surrey Assizes, January i8ai. 

t Surrey Assizes, 18th April i8ai. Both this and the pre- 
ceding case were cited by the counsel from manuscript notes* 
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these cases the attorney to the estate was one of the i^i. 
witnesses examined on behalf of the plaintiff pro- ^^^ ' 
prietor. If however the respondents are not to be 
considered as the agents of the appellant, still the 
supplies were actually purchased of them by Laing, 
who undoubtedly was his agent, and they are 
therefore entitled to recover the value of those sup- 
plies from the principal ; and the case of fVaring 
V. Favenck*^ decided that the principal could not set 
off a debt due to him from his own agent against 
the price of the goods, but that he is still liable for 
it to the vendor. The arguments that have been used 
on the other side as to the facility an attorney, would 
have of committing frauds upon his principal, if he 
was decided to have the power of appointing agents, 
would apply to every other system of managing 
estates, if the proprietors do not themselves look 
after their own interest, and ought to have but little 
effect on this board, who are bound to decide ac- 
cording to the law as it is, and not, as it may be 
argued, it ought to be. 

The Master of the Rolls : — 

In this case the appellant appears to have paid 
for various advances and supplies to his estate, and 
for commissions on them in his account with Laing. 
Those advances and supplies were in fact furnished 
to the estate by the respondents. Laing is now 
dead, and he has died insolvent. The question there- 
fore is, whether Mr. Pennant is personally liable 
and bound to pay these charges a second time, or 
whether the respondents are to bear the loss, as the 
agents of an insolvent person. 

* 1 Campbell, 85. 
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1831. By the law of the island an attorney is to be paid 

FznfAMT A commission of six per cent ; this^ by the plain lan- 
gui^e of the statute, which enacts that law, is to in- 
clude his commission as factor. He who undertakes 
therefore the duty of an attorney is regarded by the 
law as undertaking also the duty of a factor ; he may 
perform that undertaking either himself or by his 
agent ; and the point to be decided here is, whether 
the attorney, having in this case constituted an agent, 
that agent is to be considered as the agent of himself^ 
or the agent of his principal. In the opinion of their 
Lordships both the Courts below have miscarried in 
point of justice, by deciding that an agent so consti- 
tuted is to be considered as the agent of the principal^ 
and both their judgments must consequently be 
reversed. 
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MEMORANDA. 



In the case of In "Re the Justices of Antigua the prayer 
of the petition presented to the King in Council was, that 
'^ His Majesty would be pleased to take the case of his 
** Memorialist into his favourable consideration, and to 
'' rescind the order removing his Memorialist from prao 
'' tising at the bar of the island/' The words of the 
Report of the Committee of Council were, '' that it might 
** be advisable for his Majesty to dismiss the said petition 
" without costs/' which was accordingly done by an Order 
in Council on the 7th of April 1830. 



After the decision in the case ofElphinstme v. Bedreechund^ 
the Respondent presented a memorial to the King in Council, 
claiming the treasure seized as his private property, and 
praying that his claim might be heard either before a Com- 
mittee of the Privy Council, or some other competent tri- 
bunal to be appointed by His Majesty for that purpose. 
A Committee of the Council was accordingly appointed, 
and after hearing, on the 1st and 12 th of July 1831,7. WiU 
Uams, K. C, Stephen, Serjeant, and Adams, Dr. for the Me- 
morialist, Sir J. Scarlett, K. C, and Wightman, for the 
Crown, and Drinkwater, who obtained leave to appear for 
the army of the Deccan, Lord Tenterden pronounced their 
decision to be, '' That they could not advise His Majesty 
that the Memorialist had made out his claim." 



ERRATA. 

In page 66, in fine f of note, fir *• coafined ** rtmd " coitfinMcL 

89, liue 4 from bonoai,/«r *■' As*' rtmd - ; and as ^ and line 3 frooi 

boCtt»adHb*'aiid.'' 
155, between «« then*' and " accordinglj" nutrt ^fmiim^ 
t75, in line It from top, for - I9lh'' rtmd - t6A. 
S75, hi line S from botUw,/pr « 1901" rtmd " tBdL" 
976, m line 10 from the top, fwr - I9tk'' rtad - Seth.** 
t69> Hoe 3 from the top, y^ « Saprene " rcMf *< RccordcrV 
9fHt line 9 ffon the top, far " and " rtmd •* who." 
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ADIATION. 

1. In a colony governed by the 
Dutch law, executors who take no 
beneficial interest under a will do 
not, by entering into possession, 
or adiating the property of a tes- 
tator, make themselves liable as 
heirs to the payment of all his 
debts. [Fretfhaus v. Cramer] 

109 

a. Paying for the schooling and 
maintenance of the illegitimate 
children of a testator, making small 
advances to their motlier, and 
parting with a boat which was out 
of repair to the holder of an un- 
paid note of the hand of the testa- 
tor, originally given in payment 
for the boat, are not sufficient 
dealings with the estote to con- 
stitute adiation. [Fret/haus v. 
Cramer] *»d- 

3. A testator having left all his pro- 
perty to his daughter and sole 
heires8,8ubjectto afidei'Commissum^ 
and the daughter having taken 
possession of all of it, she must be 
considered to have relinquished 
her claim to her legitim free 



from the fkM-commiiSum. [Simp^ 
9on V, Forrester] - - - - 243 

ANNUITY. 
. A. mortgaged an estate in 1774, 
and his wife joined in tlie mortgage 
for the purpose of barring her 
dower ; and he left by his will, in 
1775, an annuity to her in lieu of 
dower. W. the original mort- 
gagee, subsequently mortgaged his 
interest in this estate to Messrs. 
R. & Co. In 178a, Messrs. R. & 
Co. filed a bill against W., and the 
real and personal representatives 
of A. for the purpose of obtaining 
a foreclosure. By a decree in this 
suit in 1791, a declaration was 
made that the widow of A. having 
relinquished her title to dower be- 
came a bona fide purchaser of the 
annuity, and was entitled to be 
paid it out of the mortgaged estate. 
This suit not having been prose- 
cuted, and the widow having died 
in 1794) her representatives in 
1822 filed a bill against the heir of 
W., and other persons claiming 
under him, and the heirs and de- 
visees of A., for the payment of 
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the arrean of the annuity during 
her lifetimey or that the estate 
should be sold, and the arrears be 
paid out of the proceeds. Held 
on appeal, that the annuity having 
not been expressly charged on the 
real estate of A., was a mere pe- 
cuniary legacy, and tliat the decree 
of 1791 was erroneous, in declar- 
ing that the widow was entitled to 
be paid it out of the mortgaged 
estate. [White v. PartUher] 179 
8, The remedies for the recoveiy of 
the arrears of sucli an annuity were 
held to have been lost by length 
of time. [Ditto] .... 179 

APPEAL. 

1. An action is brought against D* 
as the executor, and also as hus- 
bandy of the sole heiress, under a 
will. A few days previously to 
the final sentence in the Court 
below D.'s wife dies* leaving him 
by her will joint heir with her 
children of her property, and ap- 
pointing the O. C. guardians of her 
children. Both D. and the O. C. 
(who had not previously been par- 
ties) petition the Court below for 
leave to appeal, who refuse it to 
theO.C.butgrantittoD. Held, 
that the O. C. had a right to inters 
vena after sentence, for the pur- 
pose of appealing, and to prosecute 
their appeal, although the appeal 
of D. had been dismissed for non- 
prosecution. [Orphan Board v. 
VanReenen] ----- 83 

2. If an appeal is dismissed on ac- 
count of the neglect of the guar- 
dians of infants to bring it to a 
decision, the infants, when they 



come of age, will have a rig^t to 
revive it. [Orpiam Board r» 
VanReeiiai] ..... 83 

3. An appellant is not permitted to 
insist that the judgment against 
which he has appealed is void for 
want of parties to the suit in which 
it was made, the objection not 
having been taken in the Court 
below. [Orphan Board v. Fan 
Reenen] ...... 83 

4. Objections cannot be made to a 
decree at the hearing before the 
Privy Council that have not been 
made in the Court below ; SembU. 
[Frankland v. ld*Gusty] - 374 

5. No appeal will lie from the judg. 
ment of a Court below, on the 
sole ground that it discredited the 
testimony of the witnesses impro- 
perly. [Santacana v. ArdevolJ q6q 
[S. C. Rogerson v. Reid\ - 369 

6. Where by his Majesty's instruc. 
dons all questions relative to the 
securities to be given in appeals 
shall be decided by the Court be- 
low, and that Court has refused to 
allow an appeal on account of the 
insufficiency of the security ten- 
dered, the Privy Council will not 
allow one to be instituted. [Cam^ 
btrnon v. Egroignarel] - - 25I 

7. An order of council having 
been made altering the mode 
of appealing from' the colony, 
and having been directed by a 
proclamation of the Governor, 
dated the 14th of May, to take 
effect from the 1 8th : Held, that 
an appeal, which had been noted 
on the 2d of that month, from a 
judgment made on the ist, and on 
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which the petition to appeal had 
been presented on the 15th, ought 
to be prosecuted according to the 
previous practice, and not accord- 
ing to the order. [Craig ▼. Skand] 

253 
8' In an appeal against the execution 
of a sentence, the appellant can- 
not enter into its merits: and by 
such an appeal thejustice of an ori- 
ginal sentence is held to be admit- 
ted. [Nieuwerkerk v. Reynolds] 151 

See " Petition for leave to 
Appeal," Practice. 

ATTORNEY. 

See " Principal and Agent." 

AWARD. 

Award invalid if one of the parties 
to the reference dies before it is 
made, unless the heirs of the par- 
ties are expressly named in tiie 
submission to arbitration. [Orphan 
Board v. Fan Reenen] - - 83 

BANKRUPTCY. 

1. A certificate of conformity ob- 
tained under a commission of 
bankrupt in England is a bar to 
an action for a debt contracted by 
the bankrupt in Calcutta previous- 
ly to his bankruptcy, although the 
creditor had no notice of the 
commission, and was resident at 
Calcutta. [^Edwards y. Ronald] 

«59 

2. A bankrupt who has assigned his 
property to his assignee under a 
French commission of bankrupt 
cannot afterwards be sued in a 



court of justice in the British do* 
minions by one of his creditors for 
a debt proved under it. [Quelin v. 
Moisson] ------ 3(55 

3. The fact of a bankrupt under a 
foreign commission having ab- 
sconded, and having been con- 
demned whilst absent by a foreign 
court to imprisonment and hard 
labour for a fraudulent bankrupt- 
cy, does not give any furtiier right 
to a creditor to sue him in the 
British dominions for a debt con- 
tracted before his bankruptcy. 
[Qjuelin v. Moition] - - - 266 

BARON AND FEME. 

A wife takes such an interest in the 
lands of die tenure of Quarter- 
lands, in the Isle of Man, pur- 
chased by her husband, that she 
may, by a will in his lifetime, de- 
vise a moiety of them either to 
him or her diildrcn. If she makes 
such a devise to her husband, he 
takes them as a devisee under her 
will, and cannot devise them away 
from his heir-at-law, as he could 
have otherwise done. [La Mothe 
y.LaMvtkc] - . - - . 271 

See " Relationship." 

BARRISTER. 

See " Jurisdiction." 

COURTS. 
See " Jurisdiction." 

CURRENCY. 
1. A claim made in Demerara for a 
sum of money, Holland cwrrencyi 
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Held to mean the currency of the 
colony, which is called Holland 
Currency. [Hugenhoiixv, Watson] 

170 
fi. A plaintiff cannot take out execu- 
tion for 15 percent, more than a 
sum of money, Hollands currency^ 
awarded him by a sentence of the 
Court at Demerara in pursuance 
of such a claim, on the ground 
that it was filed for a debt due on 
a mortgage made in Holland, and 
that there is the diflference of 15 
per cent between the HdUmds 
currengu of Holland and the 
HoUams currency of Demerara. 
[Ilugenhollz v. Watson] - 1 70 

DECREE (OF COURT OF 
EQUITY.) 
When a court of equity is called 
upon to carry into execution a 
former decree, it is not bound to 
do sOy if, upon inquiry into the 
merits, it appears to have been 
erroneous. [tfkkey.Pamiher] 

»79 

DOWER. 

Dower can only be recovered by the 

widow ; on her death the claim to 

it is extinct. [IVhUe v. Famther] 

226 
FEUDS. 
1. The Crown is not entitled to 
primer seisin or Tannic de succes- 
sion upon the death, without lineal 
descendants of a lord of a manor 
in Jersey held by tenure d'haubert. 
[Attomey'-General v. Symonds] 390 
8. The existence of a feudal custom 
' in one country, as England, affords 



no legal inference of its existence 
in another country, as Jersey. 
[Attorney-Generals* Synonds] 390 

FOREIGN JUDGMENT. 
Decree of court below for a sum of 
money due on foreign judgments, 
reversed on the ground that those 
judgments had been improperly 
obtained. [FranJclandY. M^Gusty] 

274 
See « Bankruptcy," 3. 

FRAUD. 

1. Deeds set aside, the execution of 
which had been obtained by impo- 
sitioA from an imbecile old man. 
[Blachfoxfl and voife v. Ckrutian] 73 

2. A degree of weakness of mind far 
below what would be necessary to 
justify a commission of lunacy, if 
it has been taken advantage of to 
procure the execution of a deed, 
will be sufficient ground for setting 
that deed aside. [Blackford and 
ijoife V. Christian] - - • - ib. 

3. Accounts may be opened after a 
final settlement acquiesced in for 
^"^e years, if circumstances tending 
to show fraud in one of the ac- 
counting parties are then disco- 
vered, and he then agrees to sub- 
mit them to arbitration. [Orphan 
Board v. Fan lieentn] - - 83 

JURISDICTION. 
(Of Colonial Courts in general.) 
The power of colonial courts to pre- 
vent advocates who misconduct 
themselves from practising before 
them cannot be disputed. [In re 
The Justices of the Court qfConi' 
mon Pleas at Ant^a] 267 & 417 
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(Of Supreme Court at Bombay.) 
I . The supreme court at Bombay has 
no power to issue a writ of habeas 
corpus except when directed to a 
person resident within those local 
limits wherein it has a general 
jurisdiction, or to a person out of 
those limits who is personally sub- 
ject to its jurisdiction. [Tn re the 
Justices of the Supreme Court at 
Bombai/\ .----. 60 
3. The supreme court has no power to 
issue a writ of habeas corpus to the 
gaoler or officer of a native court* 
as such officer, it having no power 
to discharge persons imprisoned 
under the authority of a native 
court, [tn re the Justices of the 
Supreme Court at Bombay] - 60 
3. The supreme court is bound to 
notice the jurisdiction of a native 
court without having it set forth 
specially in the return fo a writ of 
habeas corpus, [In re the Justices 
of the Supreme Court at Bombay] 

60 
(Of Chancellor of Ue of Man.) 

When the chancellor of the Isle of 
Man has referred a case to six 
members of the house of Keys, 
chosen by the parties, he is not 
bound by thehr decision, but may 
again refer the case to six other 
members oP his own selection. 
[Blackford Y.Christian] - - 73 

(Of Court of Appeals at Mauritius.) 

The court below at the Mauritius is 

. the sole judge of the sufficiency of 

the security to be given for the 

due prosecution of an appeaL 

[Cambermm y, ^roignard] - 951 



LAW OF NATIONS. 

1. The members of the provisional go- 
vernment of a recently conquered 
country seized the property of a 
native of it, who had been refused 
the benefit of the articles of capi- 
tulation of a fortress of which he 
had been governor, but had been 
permitted to reside under military 
surveillance in his own house in 
the city in which the seizure was 
made, and which was at a consider- 
able distance from the scene of 
actual hostilities i Held, that the 
seizure having been p^ade JUl" 
grante^ et nondum cessante belloy 
most be regarded in the light of a 
hostile seizure, and that a munici- 
pal court had no jurisdiction on 
the subject. [Elphinstone v. Bed- 
reechund] - 316 

fl. The eirctimstances that a recently 
conquered city, where a seizure of 
the property df a native is made 
by the member^ ofa provisional go- 
vernment during time of war, had 
been for some months previously in 
the undisturbed possession of that 
government, and that courts for the 
administration of justice were then 
sitting in it under the authority of 
that government, do not alter the 
character of the transaction so as 
to make it a subject of cognizance 
by a municipal court* [Elphin* 
stone V. Bedreechund] - - 316 

3* There is no distinction between 
the public and private property of 
an absolute monarch. [Advocate- 
General of Bombay v. Amerchund] 

FF 
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4* Money in die hands of the banker 
of an absolute monarch, whose ter- 
ritory has been conquered by the 
British, may he recovered from the 
banker on an information on behalf 
of the Crown. [Advocate-Gcneral of 
Bombay v, Amerchund] - - ^9 

LEGITIM. 
It is not incumbent on an heir to 
accept his legitim or pars legttima 
of an inheritance in a colony go- 
vemed by the Dutch law for the 
benefit of his creditors. [Simpion 
V. Forrester] 231 

LIMITATION (STATUTES OF.) 

1. The construction put upon the 
statutes of limitation is more liberal 
now than formerly. [fVhUe v. 
Pamther\ 236 

2. Whenever a court of common law 
will presume a debt to have been 
satisfied, unless there be some 
circumstances to rebut the pre- 
sumption, a court of equity will 
act • on the same presumption. 
{lVkk^s.Pamther\ ... 228 

MORTGAGE. 

1. A covenant in a mortgage of pro- 
perty in die West Indies to con- 
sign the produce of the mortgaged 

^ estate to the mortgagee is not 
usurious. [Sayers \, WhHJUld] 

133 

2. A mortgagee in possession is en- 
titled to the benefit of this cove- 
nant, and may charge commission 
on the sale of the produce of the 
mortgaged estate. [Sayers v. Whit- 

Jcld] • • 133 



3. On the assignment by a mort- 
gagee in possession, those supplies 
and contingencies which were due 
before the assignment being paid 
by the assignee, may be added to 
the mortgage-debt, and charged 
against the mortgaged premiaes. 
ISayers V. fVhitfirl(f} - - 133 

4. On a mortgage in the colonies 
governed by Dutch law, interest 
exceeding in amount the principal 
cannot be recovered. [Shand v. 
Brereton] 162 

5. The assignee of a mortgage of a 
plantation in a colony governed 
by the Dutch law, may enforce a 
covenant in the mortgage-deed to 
consign the produce to the mort- 
gagee, by obtaining a mandament 
of penal interdict, forbidding the 
mortgagor from consigning it to 
any other person. [Shand v. Brere" 
ton] 161 

6. The mortgagor or his heirs only 
can sue the mortgagee for an ac- 
count and redemption, unless it 
can be shown that there is collusion 
between them and the mortgagees. 
[IVhite y^ PanUher] - .- - 179 

PARTNERSHIP. 

1. Bills drawn by one partner for a 
separate debt in the partnership 
name cannot be recovered upon as 
against the firm, unless the pldntiff 
can prove either a direct assent from 
the other partners, or circumstances 
from which such assent might have 
been reasonably presumed. [Frank- 
land V. M*Gusty] - - - 274 

2. In taking the accounts of three 
partnerships; the first of A. and fi., 
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the second of A. B. and C, and the 
third of B. and C.» the latter part- 
nership of B. and C. cannot charge 
commission for collecting the debts 
due to the two preceding partner- 
ahips, [lyhiiOe y. M'Farlane] 311 

PETITION FOR LEAVE TO 
APPEAL. 
!• Where a Court below has granted 
leave to appeal in a case in which 
they were not authorized by their 
charter to do so, it is not sufficient 
for Uie appellant to present the 
coDomon petition of appeal, but he 
most present a special petition 4br 
Jeave to appeal to the King in 
Council. [East India Company v. 
Si/edAlfy]- ------ 331 

2. Where a party has lost his right 
of appealing according to the char- 
ter of a court below, through the 
erroneous construction of it by the 
oflficers of that court, the Privy 
Council will upon a special appli- 
cation grant him leave to appeal. 

. lEaai JndiaCompany v. Sycrf Aliy] 

332 

3. Petition for leave to appeal need 
not be presented to the King in 
council within a year afler leave ^o 
appeal has been refused by the 
court below: [Orphan Board v. 
Van Reenen"] ----- 83 
See " Appeal." ** Practice." 

PENAL INTERDICT. 
A mandament of penal interdict ought 
not to be granted to restrain the 
execution of a sentence upon 
grounds that might have been 
brought forward at the hearing of 
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the cause. [Nieutoerkerk v. Rry- 
nolds] - - 151 

PERPETUUM SILENTIUM. 
A decree of Fcrpetuum SUentium 
against the creditors of n person 
deceased, who have not appeared 
and put in their claims under an 
edidal summons for that purpose, 
is not a bar to an action against 
his executor by a creditor who 
-has not so appeared. [Frcyhaus v. 
JSeirsqfsforbes] - - - - 117 

PRACTICE. 

1. Tlie Privy Council will not direct 
a greater security to be entered 

.into by an appellant, on granting 
him leave to appeal, than it had 
been the practice to require in tlie 
colony, although the instructions 
to the governor may empower him 
to require greater. Semble. [Craig 
y.Shand] 253 

2. When the Privy Council has sent 
a reference to a court below for 
them to certify, as to a point of 
their practice, their certificate can-f 
not be disputed, .unless a petition 
praying for a fresh reference is 
presented, and supported by affi- 
davits disputing the accuracy of 
the certificate. [Le Quesne v. 
Nicolie] 257 

3. An unsworn certificate of deputy 
secretary in St. Vincent's, that he 
had searched the secretary's office, 
and -could find no warrant of at- 
torney to confess judgment in an 
action, receivc^d as evidence of Um 
non-existence of such a powtM*, 
having been admitted as such in 

If F '2 
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die covt beknr. [IVoitorf ▼. 

M^GwMiff] «74 

4. AldioQgli the genenl rale in die 
Pifvy Coacil it nol to 
die appeBaiiC to pay die 
CBtTs coiCSy wlierc die jiidi^BicBt 01 
llie covt bdov n altered on i^ 



here obtamedl die akeration in the 
w^ wnicii 

ptinciple Oi tne 
vns conGiimidy 00 ww otuereo to 
paj die lapondent^ cmls. [ficr- 
froi ▼. 0«<fi«y] - - - • 48 

PRESCRIFTION. 

The possession necesaanr to consti- 
tute a title bj prescriptioo most 
be uainteimpted and peaceable, 
both according to the law of Eng 
land, the ciWl law, and those of 
France, Konnardy, and Jeney. 
[Baiesi Y. Fiptm} .... 61 

PRINCIPAL AND AGENT. 



A commission to sell and transfer 
stock *^ wbeo tiie innda should be 
at 85 percent, osabote tfaatprioe,'' 
is a particolar comauasion under 
which tm agent is bound to sell 
when the funds reach 85, and has 
not a general authority to act for 
his employer, so that he ssay defer 
selling until die funds reach a 
higher price than 85. [ Bertram ▼. 
Godfray] 481 

3. A Qiercantile house that had ac- 
cepted a commission '' to sell 
stock when the funds should be at 
8j, or above that price," held in 




equity to have made die slock 
their own Iran dint tnae, and or. 
dcted to account to their e mp loy CI 
lor the price of it wtt interest, he 
■1 return acconntmg to dieas nw 
die diridoids he had snbseqoendy 
r ecci? ed in ignorance of the laa 
of die funds haring readied diat 
price. [Berirmm ▼. Codfray'] 481 
3. Attornies to absent proprietors of 
ertates in Jamnica are entided to 
only 6 per 

rBUBimeraKiOB lor cne 
of all the dudes of dieir 
dnding that of fiiotorage; and if 
they appoint other persons lobe 
lectors, sach penona cannot re* 
corer either the amount of the 
supplies dKy may have Airaidied 
to the estates»orof their ooBUiiis<- 
sion open them firom the proprie- 
tors, but miHt look to the attor- 
nies for payment. [Pesnoal ▼. 
Simpmml 399 

RELATIONSHIP. 

The relationship whidi it formed by 
marrii^ is not dissolTed by the 
death of one of the parties without 
issue, so that a husband whose wife 
had died chQdless cannot after- 
wards sit as a judge in a cause to 
which her nephew is a party. 
[BecquiCt ▼. Lempri^re] - - 376 

RENUNCIATION (Law of, in 

Jer8ey> 

See Note to Page 39s. 

ROYAL COURT (of Jersey). 
See Note to Page 37& 
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SEA COAST. 

I. The lord of a manor cannot esta- 
blish a claim to the exclusive right 
of cutting sea-weed on rocks si- 
tuate below low-water mark^except 
by a grant from the King, or by 
such Long and undisturbed enjoy- 
ment of it as to give him a title by 
prescription, [Benest v. PipoH] 61 

II, llie sea is the property of the 
King, and so is the land beneath, 
except such part as is capable of 
being occupied without prejudice 
to navigation, and of which a sub- 
ject has either had a grant from 
the King, or has exclusively used 
for so long a time as to confer on 
him a title by prescription. [Benest 
v, Pipon\ 68 

SHIPPING. 
!• A mercantile house at Newry di- 
rected a house at Quebec to con- 
tract for the building of a ship, for 
which tliey (the Newry House) 
would send out the rigging. The 
Quebec House entered into a con- 
tract with some shipbuilders ac- 
cordingly. The Newry House then 
directed their correspondent at 
Liverpool to send out the rigging: 
he did so ; and it having been ac- 
tually delivered to the Quebec 
House, Held that the property in 
it was vested in the Newry House, 
and that the Quebec House had a 
right to retain it against the Liver- 
pool correspondent, on account of 
their lien on it for advances made 
to the builders, and payment of 
custom-house expenses on tlie 



landing of it, although previouBly 
to the delivery they had obtained 
an assignment of the ship to them- 
selves from the builders, and had 
registered it in the name of one of 
the partners in their bouse. [Ao- 
gersan ▼. Reid] - - - - 302 
3. A voyage from Calcutta to Canton 
in ballast, and from thence to the 
C^pe of Good Hope, under a li- 
cense from the G^vemor-Qeoeral 
of India, '' to proceed in ballast 
from Calcutta to Canton, to there 
take in a cargo, and deliver it on 
shore at Calcutta, or on shore at 
any tniermediate p6rt or ports in 
the course of the voyage, and not 
elsewhere," is illegal, and cannot 
be justified under the terms of such 
a license. [BaUton v. Bird] 13 1 

3. Masters of ships trading " under 
the Act 54 Geo. 3, c. 34," between 
places within the East India Com- 
pany's charter, are bound to pro- 
duce manifests in the form directed 
by the 53d Geo. 3, c. 15.5, and 27th 
Geo. 3, c. 52. [BaUton v. Bird] 

iti 

4. The East India Company cannot 
grant a Hcense to trade from 
Canton to the Cape of Good 
Hope. Semble. [Baisian y. Bird] 

191 

SUPPLIES AND CGNTINGEN- 

CIES. 

See •* MoBTOAOB^*' 3. 

VENDOR AND PURCHASER 

(in Jersey). 
1. A purchase made within forty 
days previously to the death of 
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the vendor, set aside bj his heir, 
such purchases benig void bj the 
law of Jersey. [MareU v. Jatnes] 

103 

s. The purchaser under such cir- 
cumstances cannot call upon Che 
beir to repay him the purchase- 
money, but must recover it as he 
can from the persons to whom it 
has been given by the deceased 
▼endor. [Mardt v. Jennes] 103 

3. The receivers of the purchase- 
money ought to be made parties to 
a suit for the recovery of property 
sold under such circumstances. 
Sembie* [Marett t. Jama] 103 

WILL. 

I. Devise of property, real and per- 
sonal, afler the death of the tes- 
tator's wife, to be sold, and the 
tnoney arising therefrom to be im- 
mediately deposited in the Bank 
of England, the interest of which 
was to be paid to the testator's 
•daughter during her life, and the 
principal wholly at her disposal at 
her death : Held not to give the 
slaughter, who was a married wo- 
man, such an absolute interest in 
the property, that her husband s 
creditors might in a colony go- 
verned by the Dutch law take it 



in execution and sell it. [Simpson 
▼• Forrester] ----- 331 
3* Where a Hindoo testator directed 
a religious work to be performed 
at one place, and a temple to 1>e 
built at another, held that it did 
not follow that the work at the 
first pbce meant the erection of a 
temploi and referred to the Master 
to inquire whether there was any 
religious buildings amongst the 
Hindoos less ezpen«ve than a 
temple. IMuBici v. MuSick] 345 

3. Where a testator directed a ghaunt 
to be built, referred back to the 
Master to inquire whether by the 
usage of the Hindoos it was neces- 
sary that it should also be conse- 
crated. [Muliick V. MvUici^ 345 

4. Where a testator made two of his 
sons his executors, and directed 
that when tliey should perform a 
religious or other act they should 
give notice to their brothers, and 
they should all perform tlie act, 
otherwise whatever the executors 
might think proper they should do, 
and should any one raise objections 
to it they should be ina^issible: 
Held that it did not give the exe- 
cutors an unlimited discretion in 
spending the testator's fortune in 
religious ceremonies. [MulUck ▼• 
Mttliick] ------ 245 



THE END. 



n 






3 tlOS OliS a03 3DH j 






^^ 



3 \'o^ 



